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ACCIDENT. 


1, Ewnrertne Car. 


An accident policy contained this exception: ‘“ This insurance does not 
cover entering or trying to enter or leave a moving conveyance 
using steam as motive power.” The insured was walking along a 
railroad track, the ground being slippery and icy, when a freight 
train overtook him, going slowly, and it occurred to him that he 
would step on the caboose and ride, and as he was about to step on, 
but before he had touched the car, he slipped and fell, and his left 
foot was crushed by the hind wheels. Held, That what he did after 
the purpose to step on the car caused him to change his conduct 
from that of walking along the track to that of making preparation 
to step on the car was within the exception, whether he had caught 


hold of the car or not. Huston vs. Travelers Ins. Co., 1069. 


2. EVIDENCE OF. 


When it has been sufficiently established by circumstantial evidence 
that a person has suffered injury by reason of falling from a dan- 
gerous height, it will be presumed, in the absence of evidence to the 
contrary, that the fall was accidental. 


Evidence examined, and found to uphold the finding and judgment of 
the District Court. Western Travelers’ Acc. Ass'n vs. Holbrook, 840. 


3. Inrox1icaTlon—HomicIDeE. 


Where the court on a former appeai directed the giving of specific in- 
structions which distinctly recognized the burden of proof to be on 
defendant, that opinion was the law of the case, and conclusively 
determined that question. 

Upon an issue as to whether the insured in an accident insurance policy 
was drunk at the time he was killed, the evidence of a witness that 
he knew deceased well, and that he was a man who could drink large 
quantities of whiskey—as much as a half gallon within a very short 
time—without becoming drunk, was not admissible; and, even if it 
had been, its rejection would not have been prejudicial. 

Evidence tending to show that the person who killed insured was seen 
lying in wait for him two or three weeks before the killing was in- 
admissible; there being no question of self-defense, or as to who 


was the aggressor in the difficulty. Campbell rs. Fidelity § Casualty 
Co. of N. Y., 462. 
4. Loss or Lrecs——LrMiraTION. 


An accident policy provided that the insured should be entitled, in the 
case of an accident resulting in loss of one leg, to a sum not to ex- 
ceed $2,500; also, that in the case of an accident resulting in the loss 
of two legs, he should be entitled to a sum not to exceed $5,000, pro- 
vided that the loss occurs within three months of the accident, and 
that the word loss means actual amputation. 

Held, That the limitation as to time in the second clause does not apply 
to the first, and that recovery for the loss of one leg may be had 
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though more than three months elapsed between the accident and 
the loss. Marshall et al. ve. Commercial Travelers’ Mut. Acc. Ass’n of Amer- 
ica, 487. 

5 NonrpayMENT OF Duges THROUGH. 


A member in an association insuring against disability was, according to 
its by-laws, suspended from benefits in case his dues remained un- 
paid within the month in which they became due. 

Held, That his membership was not suspended by failure to pay his dues 
while totally disabled when in good standing where the company 
was indebted to him for benefits, nor by failure to pay dues which 


were not more than a month overdue at the time of disability. Al- 
brecht et al. vs. People’s Life & Aunuity Ass’n, 455. 


6. ‘Toran DIsABILITy. 


In a policy of accident insurances. wherein it is provided for indemnity 
when the injury resulting from an accident shall “wholly disable 
him from transacting any and every kind of business pertaining to 
his occupation,” a partial disability only, in conducting the busi- 
ness pertaining to the occupation given, will not justify a recovery, 
under the provisions of the policy. 

The phrase, “wholly disabled,’’ should be given a reasonable and practi- 
cal construction, so as to carry out the intention of the parties, and 
give to the assured the protection contracted for. 

lf an injury received by the assured renders him less capable of per- 
forming the duties required in the conduct of his business, but not- 
withstanding the same he is able to devote substantially all of his 
time to the business, and to do practically all kinds of work and per- 
form all necessary acts for the prosecution thereof and accomplish, 
substantially, results of the same character as before the injury, he 
would not be wholly disabled from transacting “any and every kind 
of business pertaining to his occupation,” within the meaning of the 
contract of insurance. 

Where there are different branches of the business pertaining to the 
occupation in which a party is insured, the prosecution of one of 
which might be prevented by an injury, and yet the other engaged 
in. prosecuted. and carried on, the injury would not then be re- 
garded as preventing the assured from performing ‘any and every 
kind of business pertaining to his occupation,” within the meaning 
of the policy. 

Evidence examined, and, when most favorably construed towards the 
plaintiff, Weld, the jury would not be warranted in inferring a total 
disability, within the meaning of the contract, entitling the plain- 
tiff to recover, and that a peremptory instruction to return a verdict 


for the defendant was proper. Coad vs. Travelers Ins. Co. of Hartford, 
Coun., 156. 
7. UNNEcEssARY ExposurRE TO DANGER. 
Where the insured under an accident policy, while hunting, placed his 


loaded gun, cocked, against a fence, and, climbing over, attempted 
to draw it through and was shot in the arm, it was an unnecessary 


exposure to danger within the policy. Sargent rs. Central Ace. Ins 
Co , 25h. 
8. Vorrntary Exposure To DANGER, 
There was evidence that the insured said he would leave the train at a 
certain stopping point at a crossing, and left before reaching it while 


the train was under considerable headway while it was dark; that 
he held on to the railing of the car with both hands, stepping down, 
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acting as though he thought there was another step, and was 
dragged some distance holding on to one railing, and did not, ap- 
parently, jump from the train. 


Held, That there was ground for finding that he stepped down inadvert- 
ently, and that the facts did not, as a matter of law, show voluntary 
exposure to unnecessary danger within the meaning of an accident 
policy. 

A refusal to instruct that the insured left the train at a place other than 
the depot without consent of the person in charge, in violation of a 
statute which forbade it, was not error. 


It was not error to charge that the burden was on the company to prove 
that the insured was attempting to leave the train and did not acci- 
dentally fall from it, where it had already been charged that the 
burden was on the claimant to show prima facie accidental death, 
after which it shifted to the company to show that it was not liable. 


Smith vs. Aetna Life Ins. Co., 236. 


9. VotunTary Exposure TO DANGER. 


When, in the trial of an action upon a policy of accident insurance which 
contained a provision that the insurer would not be liable for in- 
juries received as a result of ‘‘ voluntary or unnecessary exposure to 
danger, or to obvious risk of injury,” it appeared that the plaintiff 
was injured while attempting to board a moving train of cars pro- 
pelled by steam, his right to recover depended upon whether, under 
all the circumstances surrounding him at the time the attempt was 
made, an ordinarily prudent person would have made the attempt. 
If the attempt would not have been made by an ordinarily prudent 
person, and if there was no emergency at the time which required 
the plaintiff to board the train, except the inconvenience of delay or 
possible injury to business resulting: therefrom, the attempt would 
be a voluntary and unnecessary exposure to danger, and an obvious 
risk of injury, within the meaning of the clause of the policy above 


quoted. Travelers’ Protective Ass’n of America vs. Small, 680. 
, 


10. Waat Is Trmety Notice, 


Forfeitures are not favored, and in contracts of insurance a construc- 
tion resulting in a loss of the indemnity for which the insured has 
contracted will not be adopted, except to give effect to the obvious 
intention of the parties: Insurance Co. vs. Holcombe, 78 N. W., 
300, 57 Neb., 622, 73 Am. St. Rep., 532. 

In construing conditions of a policy of insurance, to be complied with 
subsequent to an event resulting in loss or injury for which indem- 
nity is claimed, with respect to the giving of notice of the loss or 
injury, and preliminary proofs thereof, a more liberal construction 
will be given in favor of the beneficiary than when the conditions 
are to be complied with prior to loss or injury for the purpose of 
continuing the policy in force and effect. 

Provisions as to the times in which the notice is required to be given of 
a loss or injury for which indemnity is claimed are not necessarily 
and in every instance to be literally complied with, in order to pre- 
vent a forfeiture of the policy. 

A reasonable and natural construction will be given such provisions, in 
order to carry out the evident intention and manifest purpose of the 
parties to the contract, and the object to be accomplished thereby. 

When a time is fixed in a policy of accident insurance for the giving of 
the notice of an accident and injury resulting therefrom for which 
indemnity is claimed, with the particulars thereof, which is reason- 
able in its character, this will ordinarily be regarded as a condition 
precedent to be complied with before a recovery can be had. 


ees 


ees 
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But when, because of circumstances and conditions surrounding the 
transaction, obstacles or causes exist preventing and rendering im- 
possible the performance of the act within the time stipulated, the 
act may be performed thereafter, and the beneficiary will be ex- 
cused for the failure, if done within a reasonable time, or within the 
time stipulated after the obstacle or cause preventing prior compli- 
ance ceases to exist; the question of the sufficiency of the excuse 
offered, and the reasonableness of the time in which the act is per- 
formed, to be determined according to the nature and circumstances 
of each individual case; the beneficiary in all cases being required 
to act with diligence, and without laches on his part. 

Where a person suffered a fall by accident, resulting in a concussion of 
the brain, which deranged and crazed his mind so that he could not 
intelligently give the notice and required information regarding the 
accident and injury within the time stipulated, this fact excuses him, 
in law, from compliance with the conditions of the policy in that 
regard during the time of the existence of the disability. 

Evidence examined and found sufficient to support the finding of the 
jury. MWoodmen’s Acc. Ass'n vs. Byers, 183. 


See Empuoyers’ Liasrriry 1, 2; Surcre 2, 3. 
ACTION. See Arsrrration 1, 2; MortGacer 4; Liration. 


ADDITION. 


VN HEN COVERED By PoLicy. 

The policy insured a “frame mill building and all additions thereto ad- 
joining and communicating, including steam pipes, if any * * * 
and occupied by the insured as a pail shop.” The only buildings ad- 
jacent were a dryhouse, twelve feet distant, and connected with the 
main building by a movable bridge, and a boiler house, two feet from 
the dryhouse, and connected with it by a covered walk, and from 
which steam pipes extended through the dryhouse into the main 
building for heating purposes. All the buildings were used in the 
manufacture of pails, and were commonly known as the insured’s 
pail factory. Subsequent insurance on the dryhouse was procured 
in another company. 

Held, That the subsequent insurance was not evidence that it was not 
intended also to include the dryhouse in the first policy. 


Held, That though the language used may be technically inaccurate, the 
dryhouse and boiler house were additions adjoining and communi- 


cating within the policy. Marsh vs. Concord Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 537. 


See Risk 1. 
ADJACENT BUILDING. See Appirion; Risk 1. 
ADJUSTER. See Iron Sars 2; Proors or Loss 4. 


AGENT. 


1. AUTHORITY AS TO CANCELLATION AND OTHER INSURANCE. 


An agent of several companies, authorized by the insured to place the 
risk in companies of his own selection, has no authority, after hav- 
ing issued policies in such companies, to cancel one, though not yet 
delivered, and substitute another in a different company without 
the consent of the insured. The fact that the canceled policy had not 


see rere 
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been delivered did not affect the case, since the contract was en- 
forceable even if no policy had been issued. 

Held, That a provision in the policy forbidding other insurance was 
void where the agent had been notified by insured that he desired 


other insurance. Commercial Union Assur. Co. vs. Urbansky et al., 728. 


2. Fravup—REscissIon. 

Where the insured under a life policy accepts it without examination and 
objects for the first time some months later, on discovering what a 
casual glance would have shown, that it differs from the policy con- 
tracted for, he cannot recover back the money paid on the ground of 
fraud on the part of the agent. Bostwick vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. of 
N. ¥., 432. 

3. Insurance or HimseLF—RicuHt or MorrGaGrEE—ALIENATION, 

A fire insurance policy insuring the ‘“‘ estate of A. B., deceased,” 
and enforceable. 

Whether an agent can issue the valid policy of one of the companies he 
represents, insuring his own property, or insuring the property of 
another person, for whom he is acting as agent in charge of such 
property, without notice of the facts to the insurance company, 


is valid 


queere. 
The policy in issue here, in the standard Minnesota form, contained this 
provision: “If this policy shall be made payable to a mortgagee of 


the insured real estate, no act or default of any person other than 
such mortgagee, or his agents, or those claiming under him, shall 
affect such mortgagee’s right to recover in case of loss on such real 
estate.” It was also stipulated in the policy that the loss, if any, 
should be payable to a certain named person, mortgagee, as her in- 
terest might appear. Held, That this provision gave to the mortga- 
gee independent insurance, which could not be destroyed by the act 
or default of the mortgagor, or of any person other than the mort- 
gagee or her agents. 

H., of the firm of H. & G., defendant’s agents, issuing this policy, was 
part owner of the insured premises as an heir at law of his mother, 
who had deceased subsequently to the execution of the mortgage, 
and he was also one of the makers of the note to secure which the 
mortgage was given. Held, That his failure, when issuing the 
policy, to notify the defendant insurance company of these facts, 
and his failure to inform the company that there was a prior policy 
upon the property, issued to the mortgagee, could not be attributed 
to her, nor would that fact invalidate the policy issued by H. & G., 
although the amount was in excess of the amount permitted as con- 
current insurance. 

Held, Upon the evidence, that an agreement under which the mortgagee 
was to receive a conveyance of the premises in full satisfaction of 
the mortgage debt was not fully consummated prior to the loss, and 
consequently that there was no change in the legal title to the 
premises. 

Whether or not, prior to the delivery of defendant’s policy, the mort 
gagee’s agent informed Hazen, as one of the agents of the defendant 
company, that the mortgagee had previously taken out a policy to 
secure her interest in the mortgaged premises, was in issue at the 
trial, and was, on the evidence, a question for the jury. Held, That 
the court erred in taking this question from the jury, and directing 


a verdict for the plaintiff. Magoun vs. Firemans Fund Ins. Co., 805. 
4... Liasinity For Acts oF SUBAGENT. 


Where the employment of subagents is necessary for properly carrying 
on the business, the company is responsible for the acts of subagents 
appointed by the agent, in the discharge of their duties. 








1078 Digest. Index, 1902. 


Where the agent's certificate of authority authorizes him to fix rates, 
issue and renew policies and receive premiums and perform the 
duties of the agency, subject to the rules of the company, within a 
certain district, but provides that policies shall be void on property 
outside of the territory where he resides, the acts of the subagent 
within the scope of the agent appointing him are binding on the 
company, and it is liable for a loss occurring before the actual is- 
sue of the policy, but after the time fixed in the application for the 
commencement of the risk under a verbal contract of insurance by 
the subagent if within the prescribed territory. But if the risk is 
outside the prescribed territory the company is not liable. 


The acts and declarations of the agent tending to show the limits of his 
territory are admissible where the evidence is conflicting. Insurance 
Co of North Ame ica vs. Thornton et al., 305. 


5. LraBrmiry FoR SUBAGENT. 


The local agent of a company with power to issue policies, employed a 
subagent who was accustomed to solicit policies, fix rates, collect 
premiums, fill policy blanks, and render reports to the company in 
the name of the agent. The subagent issued a policy on a prohib- 
ited risk, countersigned the name of the agent, and did not report 
the risk, though he placed the premium in bank to the credit of the 
agent. 

Held, That the agent was liable to the company for the loss which it was 
compelled to pay on the risk. The act of the subagent, vested with 
such general authority was the act of the agent, regardless of 
whether he was authorized to countersign policies, or to issue this 


particular policy by the agent or not. Franklin Fire Ins. Co. vs. Brad- 
ford, 15. 
6. LiIcENSE. 


A person who acts as agent of an insurance company, in soliciting, re- 
ceiving, and forwarding to the company applications for life insur- 
ance, during a period when he does not have the license required by 
Rev. St. c. 49, § 78, and amendments, cannot recover of the company 
the compensation for such services provided in the contract between 


him and the company. Black vs. Security Mut. Life Ass’n, 30. 


= 


7. PowEr OF GENERAL. 


A general agent has power to bind a company by a contract employing 
attorneys to defend a claim, where the other parties to such con- 
tract are ignorant of his limitations. Fidelity §- Casualty Co. of N. Y. 
vs. Field et al., 466. 

8 RETURN oF PREMIUM—SOLICITOR. 

Where it appeared that the general agent was authorized to appoint so- 
licitors, to whom he delegated some of his authority, and such a 
solicitor gave a receipt signed by the secretary and countersigned by 
himself, stipulating to return the premium if the risk was not ac- 
cepted, the company cannot avoid its obligation to return such pre- 
mium, by the fact that the solicitor had given his note to the plain- 
tiff for the amount, where it was found that the plaintiff did not 
accept it as a discharge of the claims, nor by the fact that the plain- 
tiff awaited efforts on the part of the solicitor to pay the note, 
though the solicitor acted fraudulently towards the company. Mutu- 
al Life Ins. Co. of N. Y. et al. vs. Herron, 68. 


9. Watver or IRon-SaFE CLAUSE, 


The authority of an agent is presumptively coextensive with the re- 
quirements of its business and must be determined by its nature. 
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Where an agent is acting within the apparent scope of his authority, 
secret instructions, limiting his authority, are not binding on those 
with whom he deals when not known. 

Where agents of a foreign company, licensed to transact its business in 
the State, are authorized to solicit business, collect premiums, fix 
rates and deliver policies, but not to adjust losses, the authority of 
the agents to receive notice of the loss and of the destruction of in- 
ventories is for the jury. 

Where, after the delivery of such notice to the agent by the insured, who 
told him that they would notify him when the adjuster arrived, and 
upon his arrival sent to him to bring his books, and the adjuster 
procured from him a stipulation that nothing done by way of adjust- 
ment would be deemed a waiver of the policy, the question whether 
the previous acts of the agents were a waiver of the iron-safe clause 


was for the jury. Jobinson vs. Aitna Ins. Co., 56. 


10. Watver or TITLE. 


The policy provided that no officer or representative of the company 
could waive its conditions except by written indorsement, nor 
should any privilege be claimed by insured unless so indorsed. The 
policy was alleged to be void because the interest was not sole own- 
ership as stated, but that the subject of insurance was a building on 
leased ground. 

Held, That where the agent was fully informed of the facts at the time 
the policy was issued, the company is estopped to set up the pro- 
vision. Pope vs. Glens Falls Ins. Co., 336. 


See AppiicaTION 5; BENEVOLENT Socrety 1; CANCELLATION 1, 6; CLEAR SPACE; 
Description 1, 2; Discrimination 1; Fipetiry; OTHER Insurance 2, 4, 5; 
Premium 6; Premium Note 4; Proors oF Loss 5; REINSTATEMENT 1; REMOVAL; 
Risk 3; ‘Trrte 4, 5; Vacant 1, 2. 


ALIENATION. 


FORECLOSURE AS, 


The policy provided that it should be void in case of alienation without 
consent indorsed by the secretary, and that the commencement of 
foreclosure proceedings should be deemed alienation. 

Held, That the provision was material as a protection against moral 
hazard, and was not against public policy. 

Held, That service of petition to foreclose is such commencement. 

Held, That a statement by the secretary to the insured after such com- 
mencement that the company would not insist on forfeiture was 
not a waiver, as the policy was already void. Findlay vs. Union Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co., 986. 


See AGENT 3; MortGaGEE 1 ; TITLE. 


APPLICATION. 


1. ATTACHMENT OF Copy. 


A statute of Massachusetts whose principal clause concerns claims aris- 
ing under policies issued in that Commonwealth, has a proviso that 
every policy containing a reference to the application must have a 
copy of the application attached, otherwise the latter shall not be 
received as evidence. This is followed by a proviso that under the 
law of Massachusetts each applicant for a policy issued thereunder 
is entitled to a copy of the application so attached. 





1080 Digest Index, 1902. 


Held, That the requirement as to the attachment of a copy of the appli- 
cation was limited to contracts made in Massachusetts, and did not 
apply to a contract made in another State to one living there at the 
time, though domiciled in Massachusetts. Johnsonvs Mutual Life Ins. 
Co. of N. Y., 340. 

2. Date or Poticy—WuHEN Premium Is Dug. 

There was evidence that after signing an application for life insurance 
the agent, unknown to the insured, inserted a provision that the 
policy should be dated the same as the application, contrary to an 
agreement with the agent that the insurance should begin upon re- 
ceipt of the policies. The policies were dated a few days later than 
the application, and were received and paid for some days later still. 
They provided that the premiums thereafter should be due on the 
anniversaries of the date of issue. 

Held, That in an issue as to when the renewal premium actually came 
due, and whether the policy was forfeited for its nonpayment at that 
time, such evidence, together with evidence that the agent at the 
time of their delivery assured the applicant that they conformed to 
the agreement was admissible to show whether the insured was 
bound by the insertion. . 

Held, That the failure of the insured to read the policies when thus as- 
sured by the agent that they conformed to the agreement was not 
negligence which estopped him to deny that he had waived the policy 
provisions regarding date of payment by accepting the policies. 

Fred A, McMaster, Admr., vs. New York Life Ins. Co., 555. 


3. MISSTATEMENT AS TO HEALTH. 


The statement of the medical examiner at the time of examination was 
that the lungs of the insured were in good condition, but there was 
strong evidence that he was then suffering from consumption. The 
policy stipulated that there should be no liability unless he was in 
good health. 

Held, That the statement of the examiner was inadmissible as evidence 
which was conflicting, and, therefore, for the jury. 

The application stated the insured had not been under the care of a 
physician in two years. 

Held, That the evidence of a physician that he had treated him within 
that time and was told by insured that he had also been treated pre- 
viously, was properly excluded. Such treatment is prima facie evi- 
dence of a breach of warranty, and the burden is not on the 
company to show that it was for a temporary ailment. 

Where a first application for insurance has not been acted on, the com- 
pany is not bound to take note of its contents when a second appli- 
cation is made which is the basis of the insurance. Rhode vs. Metro- 
politan Life Ins. Co., 249. 


4. MuIssTaTEMENTS BY MEDICAL EXAMINER. 


The application warranted the statements made to the medical examiner 
as recorded were true and were correctly recorded; that the person 
writing them should be the agent of the insured and not of the com- 
pany for that purpose, and that the company was not responsible 
for anything contained therein. 


Held, That the stipulation making the medical examiner the agent of the 
insured is against public policy and void. 

Held, That the errors and misstatements of the examiner in filling the 
application were those of the company, where no distinct agreement 


outside the application was made with the insured to the contrary 
by himself. 
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Held, That where the answers as recorded are not in such case the same 
as those given to the examiner, a beneficiary may show that truth- 
ful answers were given, in order to defeat a claim by the company 


that the policy was forfeited by the misstatements. Sternaman vs, 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 276. 


5. MISSTATEMENTS IN— KNOWLEDGE OF COMPANY. 


The solicitor who filled the application was told that the applicant had 
been rejected by the company. 

Held, That evidence of that fact is not admissible; the agent is agent of 
the insured in filling an application. 

Held, That where a previous appiication, which was rejected, was in the 
hands of the company, the company is bound to take knowledge of 
the iact, and is estopped from setting up a false statement in the 
application regarding such rejection after the policy becomes a 
claim, where the identity of the party is sufficiently shown by the 
sameness of name, age, residence, etc. 

A statement in a former application that a physician had been consulted 
for rheumatism was not notice to the company that the insured had 
rheumatism when the policy was issued. 

An infant is not bound by warranties in his application, and a benefici- 
ary may plead infancy of the insured as a defense to false war- 
ranties. Such warranties are not part of the contract. 

Where evidence of knowledge by beneficiary of such false warranties is 
furnished, a finding for the beneficiary will be regarded on appeal 
as a finding against such knowledge. O’ Rourke vs. John Hancock Mut. 
Life Ins Co., 230. 


6. Nor a Contract. 


The written application delivered to the local agent, together with the 
premium, provided that no liability should attach until approved at 
the home office. The agent had no authority to make contracts of 
insurance. 

Held, .That the company was not liable for loss where the application 
had not been approved, although it had for a long time been held by 
the company without signifying either its approval or rejection. 

St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Kelley et al., 645. 


7. Warranty as TO HEALTH— WAIVER. 


An application was pleaded in which was an agreement that the an- 
swers which are warranted to be true, should be the basis of the 
contract, and alleging breach of warranty in regard to health. 


Held, That where there was nothing in the plea showing that the appli- 
cation was in any way referred to in the policy, statements therein 
could not be alleged as warranties. 


Held, That a breach of warranty must not be of the mere letter, but the 
spirit of the warranty. 


Part payment of a claim by a company to the executor in collusion to 
defeat creditors is a waiver of breach of warranty as to such part, 
but not as to the whole; but payment of part in good faith as a 


compromise is not such waiver. Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co. vs. Lehman 
et al., 988. 
See Description 1; HerittH 4; Mepicat ExaMINER 1, 2; OTHER INSURANCE 1 ; 
Premium 4; SvicrpE 1. 


APPRAISAL. See ARsIrTRATION, 
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ARBITRATION. 


1. Action IN CASE OF. 


A stipulation in a contract providing for the settlement by arbitration of 
all controversies and disputes that might subsequently arise be- 
tween the parties is invalid, because its effect would be to oust the 
courts of their jurisdiction; but if the arbitration agreement relates 
only to the determination of some preliminary matter, such as the 
amount of damages to be recovered, and does not apply to the whole 
question of liability, such provision, when a reasonable and definite 
method is provided for choosing the arbitrators, is valid and en- 
forceable. 

A provision of this kind in a contract may make such determination by 
arbitration a condition precedent to the maintenance of an action 
upon the contract, or it may be simply a collateral and independent 
agreement, which will not prevent the maintenance of a suit upon 
the principal contract, but which would be the basis of a separate 
action in case of its breach. This depends upon the construction of 
the arbitration provision. When the contract provides that no 
action upon it shall be maintained until after such an award, then 


the award is a condition precedent to the right of action. Fisher vs. 
Merchants’ Ins, Co.. 45. 


| 


2. AWARD WHEN PRECEDENT TO ACTION. 


A policy of fire insurance contained this provision: ‘‘In case of loss 
under this policy, and the failure of the parties to agree as to the 
amount of loss, it is mutually agreed that the amount of such loss 
shall be referred to three disinterested men, the company and the 
insured each choosing one out of three persons to be named by the 
other, and the third to be selected by the two so chosen. The award 
in writing by a majority of the referees shall be conclusive and final 
upon the parties as to the amount of loss or damage, and such refer- 
ence, unless waived by the parties, shall be a condition precedent to 
any right of action, in Jaw or equity, to recover for such loss; but no 
person shall be chosen as referee, against the objection of either 
party, who has acted in a like capacity within four months.” 


The property covered by the insurance policy having been destroyed by 
fire, the plaintiff and the defendant company selected arbitrators in 
the manner provided in the arbitration clause above quoted. These 
arbitrators fixed a time and place for hearing, gave notice to the 
parties, heard them together, with their counsel and witnesses, and 
made an award in writing, fixing the amount of damages sustained 
by the insured by reason of the destruction by fire of the property 
covered in the policy. 


In this action upon the policy, the plaintiff sought to recover damages 
irrespective of the amount awarded by the arbitrators, upon the 
ground that the award was invalid and void by reason of the mis- 
conduct of the referees during and prior to the hearing before them. 
The declaration contained no averment to the effect that the al- 
leged failure of the arbitration was through any fault of the defend- 
ant. 


Held, That, the determination by arbitration of the amount of loss hav- 
ing been specially made by the parties a condition precedent to any 
right of action, it was incumbent upon the plaintiff to prove per- 
formance or a valid excuse for nonperformance; that if the award 
of the arbitrators was invalid as claimed by the plaintiff, for rea- 
sons set out in the declaration, it was the duty of the plaintiff to 
seek a new determination of the amount of his loss in the manner 
provided by the contract; that the action can only be main- 
tained to recover the amount determined upon by the arbitrators, 
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or, if their determination and award were invalid, then the plaintiff 
must allege and prove either that the amount of the plaintiff’s loss 
has been determined by other arbitrators chosen in the manner 
stipulated by the parties, or some sufficient reason why such a de- 


termination has become unnecessary or impossible. Fisher vs. Mer- 
chants’ Ins. Co., 45. 


3. Dray or Proors or Loss, 


The policy required a sworn statement to be rendered forthwith. 


Held, That where the fire occurred on October 7th, and the statement was 
filed after December 15th, it was not a compliance, in the absence of 
good reasons for delay. 

A charge that while the statement, though delayed, might be waived in 
various ways described, was erroneous as not clearly pointing out 
that it was too late unless there were good reasons for the delay. 


Where the policy stipulated for arbitration, and that it should not affect 
any other question than that of the loss, such arbitration is not a 


waiver of the required statement forthwith. Cook vs. North British § 
Mercantile Ins. Co., 3-5. 
4. Dury as ToO—SaLE IN CASE OF. 

The insurance was under a standard policy, which provided for an ap- 
praisal in case of disagreement, and further stipulated as to when 
the loss should become payable where an appraisement has been re- 
quired. After some unsatisfactory negotiations, the insured sug- 
gested an appraisal, and afterwards wrote to the company that un- 
less an appraisal was agreed to within five days it would be deemed 
to be waived, and he would proceed to dispose of the goods, to which 
no response was made. 

Held, That the insured was not obligated to initiate an appraisal. 


Held, That where the company knows that a prompt appraisal is de- 
sired to save further damage before the property is sold and the in- 
sured, in the belief that it waived, sells a portion of the goods, it 
cannot wait until it knows that through such sale the appraisement 
is impossible, and then make demand for an appraisal, and a jury is 
warranted in finding that there was no intention to call for such ap- 


praisement, until it was known to be impossible. Chainless CycleMfg. 
Co. vs. Security Ins. Co. of New Haven, Conn., 324. 


5. Errect oF MISCONDUCT IN. 


For the arbitration of disagreements between the insurer and insured as 
to the loss and damage sustained at a fire the Minnesota standard 
policy contemplates and provides for a board of referees, to be made 
up of disinterested and impartial men chosen for their ability and 
fairness. 

Such board of referees is a quasi court, governed by the rules applicable 
to common-law arbitration. 


While allowed reasonable freedom to personally inspect the ruins of a 
fire, the debris and remnants of damaged goods, for the purpose of 
applying their knowledge in considering evidence, the inquiry must 
be conducted by the board in the usual manner of receiving evi- 
dence and examining witnesses in the presence of the interested 
parties or their counsel, subject to the tests of cross-examination. 


Where two of the referees proceed to act together, privately collecting 
information and examining witnesses without regard to the third 
referee, finally making up the award without reference to him, and 
where evidence is received by the full board without affording the 
parties concerned an opportunity to be present in person or by 
counsel, such conduct will invalidate the award. 
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A party does not assume the consequences of irregularities and miscon- 
duct on the part of a referee merely because it was known to him 
that he was a professional referee on behalf of the interests of the 
opposite party. 

When one of the parties to such a controversy refuses to abide by an 
award on the ground of misconduct of referees, and notifies the 
other party of that fact, stating the grounds of objection, and de- 
manding a reappraisement, the party so notified has the option to 
stand by the award or submit to a reappraisement; and if he shall 
elect to abide by the award, and the same is adjudged illegal for the 
cause assigned, then there can be no resubmission to other referees, 
but the damages may be determined in the action brought to set 
aside the award. 

Evidence considered and held to sustain the findings of the court in ref- 
erence to the amount of damage and the misconduct of the referees. 


Christianson vs. Norwich Union Fire /ns. Soc., 218. 


6. FAILURE oF—SALE OF SALVAGE, 


A failure of a master to find which party was at fault in a failure of ar- 
bitration will not be ground for referring back the report where it 
appears that such finding was virtually waived by the litigants. 

A loss becomes due and payable sixty days after the required proofs 
have been furnished, and begins to draw interest under the Missouri 
statute where the policy provides that it shall be payable after such 
proofs have been furnished, including an award when appraisal 
has been required and there has been no such appraisal. 


Where the insured sold the damaged stock against the protest of the 
company, pending efforts to secure an arbitration, the amount re- 
ceived through the sale is not binding on the company as to its 
value. Liading Ins. Co. vs. Egelhoff (American Ins. Co. of N. A. et al. In- 
terveners), 775. 

7. Jornt APPRAISAL—SALE OF SALVAGED Goops. 


Where the representative of a company that demanded a separate ap- 
praisal did not join in the negotiations for a joint appraisal by the 
other insurers, but afterward co-operated with them and took advan- 
tage of whatever was done, and was notified of all that occurred and 
made no objections, the company cannot allege that it was not a 
party to the joint appraisal. 

The right of a company under its policy to an option to take its pro rata 
share of the salvage is not violated by a sale of part of the salvaged 
goods by the insured where enough remains unsold to enable the 
company to exercise its option. 

A demand for an appraisal is a waiver of the question of liability, and 
leaves open only the question as to the amount of liability. 


The expenses of the sale of salvaged goods should be apportioned among 
the insurers. North German Ins. Co. vs. Morton-Scott-Robertson Co., 580. 


8. WAIVER OF APPRAISEMENT. 


Where an appraisement by two appraisers who should select an umpire 
was a condition precedent, inability of the appraisers, acting in good 
faith, to select an umpire was not a waiver of the right to an ap- 
praisement, which justified a suit; other appraisers should be se- 
lected. 

An averment that all the conditions of the policy have been performed 
does not cure a complaint which shows that there has been no com- 
pliance with the requirement regarding an appraisement, and which 


fails to allege a waiver. Vernon Ins. & Trust Co. vs. Maitlen, 672. 
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9. Watver or REPLACEMENT. 


An agreement made by an insurance company whereby the actual cash 
loss and damage done to the property of the insured was submitted 
to arbitrators for decision and award is a waiver on the part of the 


company of an option of repair, reserved in the policy. Alliance Co- 
operative Ins. Co. vs Arnold, 943. 


ASSESSMENT. 


WAIVER OF DELINQUENT—MvutTUAL COMPANY. 


A provision in the policy of a mutual fire insurance company that; if the 
member holding the policy “fails to pay any assessment * * * 
at the time specified in the notice sent him by the secretary,” it shall 
become void, is within the purview of the rule as to waiver of for- 
feitures, and will be waived by acts of the company inconsistent 
with an intention to rely thereon. 


A further provision that, if the policyholder afterward pay the amount 
due from him, the policy “shall be holding from the date of the 
receipt of said amount,” will prevent receipt of the amount of a de- 
linquent assessment from operating as a waiver of forfeiture under 
the prior provision, if at the time of the receipt of such assessment 
any of the insured property remains in existence to which the re- 
vived insurance may aitach. 

Whether, if the delinquent assessment was levied prior to loss and to 
meet losses accruing prior thereto, receipt of the amount thereof 
subsequently with knowledge of the loss will constitute a waiver of 
the forfeiture, quere. 


But where all the property covered by the policy is destroyed by fire 
while the policyholder is delinquent, so that nothing remains to 
which renewal of the insurance might attach, receipt of the amount 
of subsequent assessments, levied after the loss, in addition to the 
assessment levied prior to and delinquent at the time of the loss, 
with knowledge of the facts, is inconsistent with reliance upon the 
forfeiture, and is a waiver thereof: Association vs. Burr (62 N. W., 


466, 44 Neb., 256) distinguished. Johnston vs. Phelps County Mut. Ins. 
Co., 196. 
See BENevouent Soctrety 1, 2. 


ASSESSMENT COMPANY. 


1. CHANGE To LEVEL PREMIUM. 


Where the change from an assessment to.a level-premium basis has 
been made by a life company, and such change is authorized by its 
charter and by the statute, it cannot be claimed that the company 
has departed from the fundamental law of its being in a manner 
forbidden either expressly or by implication. 

Where no contracts have been repudiated by such company and the as- 
sessments have not been unreasonably increased, it cannot be 
claimed in the absence of evidence to the contrary that the rights 
of policyholders have been impaired by the change. 

It ought not to be open to every disgruntled member to file a bill for the 
dissolution of such a corporation without just ground of complaint. 


J. C. Iversen et al. vs. Minnesota Mut. Life Ins. Co. et al., 947. 


2. DISTINGUISHED FROM FRATERNAL Socrety. 


A. society having a lodge system and ritual, incorporated in another 
State under an act providing for societies to furnish indemnity to 
widows, orphans, * * * and relatives of deceased members, is 
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not an assessment life company rather than a fraternal society, 
within the statutes of Pennsylvania, because it has no sick benefit, 
has assessment rates fixed according to age, and promises specific 
sums at death. 


But where such a society was refused a register as a beneficial society, 
and could not legally do business as such, it will be regarded as an 


assessment life company. Keefer vs. Modern Woodmen of America, 718. 
ASSIGNMENT. 


1. Parp-up Poticy—Ricuts or WIFE. 


A policy on the life of the husband, payable to his representatives, was, 
in accordance with an option which it contained, exchanged for a 
paid-up policy and made payable to his wife, assignee, or her legal 
representatives. 


Held, That the second policy was simply a continuation of the original 
contract under the option, and not a wife’s policy under the New 
York statutes of 1840, or under the statutes of 1879 allowing assign- 
ments of policies for the benefit of the wife, with the consent of the 
husband. 


Held, That the written consent of the husband was not required for its 

assignment. Dannhauser vs. Wallenstein, 367. 
2. SuRETY. 

Evidence was admissible to show that an assignment on the policy was 
for the purpose of securing the assignee, who was surety of the in- 
sured in purchasing the property. Matthews vs. Capital Fire Ins. Co. 
et al., 1064. 

See MortGaGEE 1; Premium 2, 3; Premium Loan; TENANT 2; TiTLE 1. 


ATTORNEY’S FEES. See Morraacee3 ; Oruer INsuRANCE 5; PRoor or DEATH. 
AWARD. See ARBITRATION. 
BANKRUPTCY. 


TITLE To Pottcy. 


Section 6 of the United States Bankrupt Act provides that it shall not 
affect the allowance to bankrupts of the exemptions prescribed by 
State laws. 

Held, That the section does not pervade the whole act, but is controlled 
by Section 70a, which provides that when the bankrupt has a policy 
which has a cash surrender value payable to himself or his repre- 
sentatives, he may continue to hold such policy free from creditors 
by securing such cash value to the trustee in bankruptcy, otherwise 
the policy should pass to the trustee in bankruptcy. 

Held, That where the policy was payable to the wife if she survived the 
husband, otherwise to himself, and both husband and wife were 
bankrupts, the policy passed to the trustees as assets of each in pro- 


portion to their respective interests. Jn re Holden et ux., 859. 


See Empnoyers’ Liasruity 1. 
BENEFICIARIES. 


TrrTLe To INSURANCE MONEY. 


Held, That the company could not object that an administrator was not a 
proper party, where it had advised that the estate which he repre- 
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sented was one of the beneficiaries, and that he should join in the 
proofs of loss. 


Where the policy was payable to two beneficiaries and provided that in 
case of their previous death the benefits should go to the legal repre- 
sentatives of the insured, and one of the beneficiaries died, his inter- 
est went to such legal representatives. Andrus et al. vs. Fidelity Mut. 
Life Ins. Ass’n, 653. 


BENEFICIARY. 


RiGHt To INSURANCE Money. 


The policy provided that payment to any person furnishing satisfactory 
proof that he or she was executor, administrator, husband or wife, 
or relative by blood or beneficiary, upon its production should be 
conclusive as to the right of the payee to receive the payment. 

Held, Where no beneficiary was named in the policy, payment to any 
such parties should be conclusive as against a beneficiary named in 
the application, which was not a part of the policy because no copy of 
the same was returned with it. As to the ultimate right to the pro- 
ceeds when collected, no opinion is expressed. Western § Southern 
Life Ins. Co. vs. Galvin et al., 738. 


See Benevo.est Society 3, 6; INpustRiaL Poticy; SurvivorsHip; Tire 2. 


BENEVOLENT SOCIETY. 


1. AGENcy oF SECRETARY—FAILURE TO RECEIVE ASSESSMENT. 


An action at law will lie on a certificate of membership which provides 
that upon death of the member the association will pay to the bene- 
ficiary therein named, out of the mortuary fund, the amount of one 
assessment on the membership, not exceeding $2,000. 


Where the constitution of the association provides that, upon the failure 
of a subordinate lodge to make a monthly report and to remit as- 
sessments, the secretary of the supreme lodge shall give notice 
(using a form prescribed) in writing, and mail such notice to the 
president, secretary, and treasurer of the subordinate lodge, the fail- 
ure to make such report and remittance does not, in the absence of 
such notice, work a suspension of the subordinate lodge. 


Where it is expressly provided in the constitution of the association that 
the secretary of a subordinate lodge shall collect, and forward to the 
supreme lodge, all assessments against members, such secretary is 
the agent of the supreme lodge, and payments of assessments by 
members to such secretary are payments to the supreme lodge, not- 
withstanding the constitution declares, in general terms, that the 
officers of subordinate lodges are agents of the members, and not 


agents of the supreme lodge. Reed et al. vs. Ancient Order of the Red 
Cross, 889. 


2. By-Law CHANGING ASSESSMENT. 


A bill in equity which seeks to enjoin action by a benevolent association 
under recent legislation, as illegal, and fails to set out whether by- 
laws had not been enacted under such legislation as might have 
legalized the action, is bad on demurrer. 


A benevolent association empowered to change its by-laws from time to 
time, and whose certificates are conditions on compliance with the 
by-laws, and do not prescribe the rates of assessment, was organized 
under by-laws which, it was alleged, gave no power to change the 
plan of assessments from a uniform rate to rates graded by age. But 
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subsequent legislation specifically authorized such associations to 
prescribe the method of assessing for benefits. 

Held, That by-laws passed under such subsequent legislation, authorizing 
graded assessments did not violate the contractual rights of certifi- 
cate holders originally assessed under a uniform rate. It was merely 
a change in the forms and methods which preserved the substance of 
the general plan. 

Held, 'That under subsequent legislation authorizing such associations to 
make payment to a supreme lodge for contributing to death losses in 
lodges of other States, a valid by-law may be adopted for that pur- 
pose where the association is in close affiliation with a lodge, al- 
though the latter is a foreign corporation. Messer et al. vs. Ancient Or- 


der of United Workmen et al., 451. 


3. CHANGE OF BENEFICIARY. 


The by-laws of a benevolent society provided that a member could 
change the beneficiary in the manner designated by requesting and 
securing a new certificate, but only on the payment of twenty-five 
cents. 

Held, That strict compliance with the by-law was necessary. A letter 
to a collector requesting such change and inclosing the fee, which 
did not reach the association until after his death, where the col- 
lector had no authority to receive the fee as an agent, did not effect 
the change of beneficiary. 

Held, That the mere mailing of a letter requesting the change could ef- 
fect nothing until its delivery where the insured was not authorized 
to so mail. The request was only effectual when it reached the 
company and was too late after his death. The mail was the agent 
of the insured. 

Held, That where the by-laws, as here, prescribe a specific method, a be- 
quest by will is ineffectual to change the beneficiary. 

Held, That where the right of the original beneficiary is thus fixed, an 
action cannot be maintained by the party thus named as a substi- 


tute. Fink vs. Fink, 833. 
4. Repvuction oF CERTIFICATE, 


The certificate otf a benevolent society promised to pay $5,000, condi- 
tioned as to payment of assessments and deduction for advances for 
sick or disability henefits in accordance with the by-laws. The 
promise was made in consideration of compliance with existing and 
future by-laws. 

Held, That the society was not authorized to reduce the face of the cer- 
tificate by a subsequent by-law providing that not more than $2,000 
shall be paid on any certificate, or that a percentage shall be de- 
ducted for an emergency fund. 

Heid, That the express promise was conditioned only on the by-laws as 
to assessments and deduction for advances. Compliance with the 
by-laws does not extend to reduction of a certificate which any ordi- 
nary man would be led to suppose secure. 

Held, That the statute authorizing the creation of an emergency fund 
does not authorize an infringement of obligations under contracts. 


Newhall vs. Supreme Council American Legion of Honor, 389. 


5. REINCORPORATION OF —OBLIGATIONS OF MEMBERS. 


A benevolent order secured a new charter under a special act of Con- 
gress under a nearly similar name, the act providing that all debts, 
claims, things in action or other matter of business whatsoever 
should survive and succeed to and against the new corporation, 
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which assumed the business of the old. The action was taken 
without the knowledge or consent of the plaintiff member, who 
had agreed to be bound by all the laws of the original corporation, 
and who continued to pay his dues as before, in ignorance of the 
change. 

Held, That the member was not bound by a rule passed by the new cor- 
poration which he knew nothing of, and had never assented to. 
He owed no duty to the new corporation which had assumed the 
obligations of the old. He was bound only by his obligations with 


the original corporation. Richter vs. Supreme Lodge, Knights of Pythias, 
1060. ° 


6. TrrLe or WIFE. 


A certificate in a benevolent society was made payable to the wife of the 
member, and was delivered to her by him. Subsequently, and with- 
out her knowledge, he secured a new certificate, changing the bene- 
ficiary to his parents, making affidavit that the former certificate 
had been lost. The rules of the society provided that in case of 
change of beneficiary the former certificate should be surrendered, 
unless an affidavit was made that it was lost. 

The wife claimed that the certificate had been given to her, that the 
affidavit was fraudulent, and that she was entitled to the insurance 
money. 

Held, That she had no vested interest and could not allege fraud. 

Held, That her claims were not superior to those of the parents. 


Held, That the fact that the premiums were paid out of a community 
property did not prevent insured from changing the beneficiary. 


Held, That an intention to make the handing of the certificate to the 
wife a gift did not prevent a change of the beneficiary. Cadevs. Head 
Camp, Pacific Jurisdiction Woodmen of the World et al., 314. 


See AssEssMENT Company 2; FRATERNAL Socrety. 
BROKER.’ See Cancetuation 3. 


BUILDING. 


DESTRUCTION OF UNsoUND—MEASURE OF DAMAGES—RISK. 


The police power of a municipality to order the demolition of unsound 
buildings cannot be questioned, but its abuse is subject to judicial 
control. Such order for the destruction of a building damaged by 
fire is not of itself conclusive as to the possibility of repairing it 
and rendering it a safe structure. 

Where an insurer takes the risk on an old and insecure building it 
incurs the obligation to pay for a total loss where, through the 
operation of fire, that building cannot be repaired so as to convert it 
into a safe structure. The indemnity is not to be estimated by the 
cost of repairs when the building cannot be made safe and is con- 
demned and ordered demolished by the municipal authorities. The 
value of the old building at the time of fire is the measure of in- 
demnity. 

Where the insurance was on the main building and rear building at- 
tached, it covers a yard wall separating the yard from the adjacent 
premises. 

Where one of the walls was a party wall and the damages were such 
that the buildings could not be repaired and made safe, and there 
was a constructive total loss, the insured was entitled to recover 
the whole vaiue of the party wall, and the right of the insured 


VoL, XXXI.—69. 
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‘against the owner of the adjacent premises will pass by subroga- 
tion. Montelone vs. Royal Ins. Co., 689. 
See FrxrTures. 


BY-LAW. See BEnevotent Society 2, 3. 4. 


CANCELLATION. 
1. AvTHORITY OF AGENT.—RATIFICATION. 


One engaged in a general fire insurance business, representing a number 
of companies, may be authorized by an owner desiring to keep his 
property insured to accept for him the company’s notice of cancella- 
tion of an existing policy, and thereupon to write the risk in another 
company. Such authority may be directly given, or may be inferred 
from a course of dealing between the parties involving such transac- 
tions. But there is no presumption that the agent, to procure a 
policy of insurance, has authority, after he has procured and deliv- 
ered it to the insured, to receive notice of cancellation and discharge 
the policy. ' 

Ratification of an act done without authority can be effectual only where 
the act is done by one professedly acting in the name of the party 
sought to be charged as principal, or for his benefit. And where the 
one who does the act neither has, nor professes to have, authority to 
represent another, the subsequent assent of such other to be bound 
as principal has no operation. Johnson vs. North British § Mercantile 
Ins. Co., 515. 

2. MISREPRESENTATION AS TO HEALTH—EQUITABLE RELIEF. 


Whether a court of equity will take cognizance of a case where there is 
an adequate remedy at law, rests in the sound discretion of the court 
where there are circumstances which show that the legal remedy 
may not be efficient to the ends of justice and its prompt administra- 
tion. 

The application to a company of another State provided that the policy 
should not take effect until the premium had been paid while in good 
health. The representative of insured paid the premium and pro- 
cured the policy, concealing the fact that the insured, who died two 
days later, was dangerously ill. The policy called for the payment, 
not of cash, but of a series of bonds with interest, running for years, 
which could be successively sued on. 

Held, That the company had no adequate legal remedy against a harass- 
ing litigation, especially where, if sued in a State court, it might be 
unable to set up the application, and was entitled to an injunction 
against any suit on the policy and to its cancellation in equity in a 


Federal court. Mutual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y. vs. Pearson, 542. 


8. Notice TO BRoKER—TENDER OF UNEARNED PREMIUM—STANDARD Poticy. 


Where the agent wrote repeatedly to the broker who was authorized to 
represent the insured, asking for cancellation and return of the 
policy, and the broker’s replies urged delay until it could be found 
whether the company could not be induced to recede from its posi- 
tion, it is immaterial what language was used by the agent, so long 
as it conveyed his intention to avail himself absolutely and imme- 
diately of his privilege to cancel. 

The policy, issued by a company of another State, was, in form, the 
standard policy of New York, and provided for cancellation upon five 
days’ notice, and in case “this policy shall be canceled as hereinbe- 
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fore provided” that the unearned premium should be returned upon 
surrender of the policy. 

Held, That a tender of the unearned premium was not necessary to com- 
plete the cancellation. The policy terminated five days after notice 
was received. 

Held, That the policy was not governed by the statutory construction of 
the standard policy of New York by the courts of that State. 


Schwartzschild § Sulzberger Co. vs. Phoenix Ins. Co. of Hartford, 483. 


4. Rigut to UNEARNED PREMIUM. 


Under the provisions of section 46, art. 2, c. 43, Comp. St., 1899, an insur- 
ance company transacting business in this State must cancel a 
policy of insurance upon request of the insured or his legal repre- 
sentative, and return to such party or his representatives the net 
amount of premium, after deducting the agent’s compensation and 
the customary short-rate premium for the expired term. 

After request for cancellation and repayment of unearned premium by 
the party insured, the right of such party to the unearned premium 
becomes absolute, and is subject to assignment and recovery thereon 
by the assignee. 

The decision of the trial court upon questions of fact, regarding which 
there is a conflict in the evidence, will ordinarily not be disturbed 
by the Appellate Court. 

The plea of ultra vires cannot be interposed by a stranger to the con- 
tract, who cannot show a violation of a duty owing to himself. 
Under the provisions of section 46, art. 2, c. 43, Comp. St., 1899, providing 
for repayment of unearned premium upon cancellation of an insur- 
ance policy by request of the party insured, the commission actually 
paid to the agent or solicitor should first be deducted, and the per 


cent of the unearned premium should then be computed on the re- 
mainder. . 


The right of a party to withdraw or amend a stipulation of facts filed in 
a case is within the sound discretion of the trial court, and the rul- 
ing of the trial court with regard thereto will not be disturbed in 


the absence of abuse. State Ins. Co vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co., 761. 


5. Ricar To UNEARNED PREMIUM. 


A request for cancellation of an insurance policy, and claim of unearned 
premium, takes effect from the time of its receipt by the insurer, 
with tender of the policy. 

When trial court’s finding that new insurance was taken out, and was 
in effect, before presentation of first insurance policy for cancella- 
tion, is supported by sufficient evidence, and the first policy con- 
tained a clause avoiding it in case of additional insurance, judgment 
of the trial court against any recovery of unearned premiums will 
be sustained. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Pheviz, Ins. Co. 780. 


6. Watver or Notice By AGENT. 


The rule adopted on the former appeal (80 Minn., 139) that a general 
insurance agency representing several companies may act for the 
insured in waiving notice of cancellation, and thereupon at once 
issue a renewal policy in another company, carried by such agency, 
followed and approved. 

Evidence of business usage and conduct between such agency and the in- 
sured considered. and held sufficient to require a submission to the 
jury of the question whether authority to waive notice of cancella- 
tion and to renew the insurance in another company by the agency 
had been established. 
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Where the manager of such general insurance agency directs a clerk to 
cancel a policy, and write it in another company, and the clerk acts 
immediately upon such direction, as under the facts in this case, the 
jury were authorized to find that the act of such clerk was the act 
of the agency in that respect. 

Where the insurance agent has the right to waive notice of cancellation 
and to select the company in which the renewal is to be made, and 
renews the same subject to rejection by the insured, the renewal 
policy constitutes a valid contract of insurance until the same is so 
rejected. 

Where it is sought to prove an implied authority on the part of an agent 
to waive notice of cancellation for the insured and renew policies by 
custom through usage and business conduct solely, neither the in- 
sured, insurer, nor their agents would be authorized to give their 
conclusions or understanding as evidence of the effect of the facts to 
establish such authority. Hamm Realty Co. vs. New Hampshire Fire Ins. 
Co. 241. 

7. Watver or Proors. 


The policy had, without consent of insured, been returned to the home 
office, where it was canceled without his knowledge. After the loss 
a party representing himself as adjuster, came to insured with the 
policy and denied liability. 


Held, That proofs of loss were waived. Morgan vs. Illinois Ins. Co., 639. 
See Acrent 1 ; INTEMPERANCE ; PREMIUM 5; RENEWAL. 


CARRIER. See SuBrocation. 
CERTIFICATE. See Brenevouent Society 4, 
CHATTELS. See Risk 4. 
CHILDREN. See Wire's Pottcy. 


CLEAR SPACE. 


WARRANTY AS TO—PaROL EvIDENCE IN CASE OF WRITTEN CONTRACT—WAIVER 
BY AGENT. 


It is a fundamental rule of law that parol contemporaneous evidence is 
inadmissible to contradict or vary the terms of a valid written in- 
strument. 


When parties have deliberately entered into a written contract in such 
terms as import a legal obligation, without any uncertainty as to 
the object or intention of such transaction, it is conclusively pre- 
sumed that the whole transaction of the parties, and the extent and 
manner of their undertaking, was reduced to writing; and all oral 
testimony of previous negotiations or statements between the 
parties, or contemporaneous therewith, are merged in the written 
instrument, in the absence of fraud or mutual mistake of the 
parties. 

A contract in writing, if its terms are free from doubt or ambiguity, 
must be permitted to speak for itself, and cannot by the courts, at 
the instance of one of the parties, be altered or contradicted by parol 
evidence, unless in case of fraud or mutual mistake of facts, and 
this principle is applicable to contracts of insurance. 

A stipulation in an insurance policy which reads, ‘‘ Warranted by the 
assured that a clear space of two hundred feet, tramways excepted, 
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shall always be maintained between the lumber hereby insured and 
any mill or other manufacturing establishment, or else this policy 
shall be void,’ is a reasonable and competent provision to insert or 
attach to the policy. 

It is reasonable and competent for insurance companies to provide in 
their policies that no officer, agent, or other representative of the 
company shall have the power to waive such stipulation of war- 
ranty, unless indorsed thereon or added thereto. 


Where an insurance policy contains such a stipulation of warranty, and 
provides that no officer, agent, or other representative of the com- 
pany shall have the power to waive any condition or provision of 
the policy, unless such waiver shall be written upon. or attached 
thereto, such limited grant of authority is the measure of their 
power. 


Where such limitation is expressed in the policy, the assured is pre- 
sumed to have notice and knowledge of such limitation, and is 
bound thereby. 


Where the waiver relied on is the act of an agent of the insurance com- 
pany, it must be shown that the agent had express authority from 
the company to make the waiver, or that the company subse- 
quently, with knowledge of the facts, ratified the unauthorized ac- 


tion of the agent. Liverpool § London § Globe Ins. Co. vs. T. M. Rich- 
ardson Lumber Co., 997. 


COINSURANCE. See Conrrisution; Sranparp Poricy; VaLvep Pounicy 2; 
WRONGDOER. 


CONTRACT. 


1. WuHen INCOMPLETE. 


Qne Cameron owned a large lumber plant valued at about $500,000, 
which was uninsured when his manager, one Reddy, was solicited 
to insure by Craig, a local agent, whose firm represented a number 
of companies, and finally agreed to insure certain properties for an 
aggregate of $70,000. The amount of insurance on each property, 
the premiums and the time it was to go into effect were agreed to, 
but neither the companies nor the specific properties which any one 
company should carry were agreed on, except that the manager 
requested that each company should be limited to $5,000, though 
this was left to the discretion of the agents. But the policies, when 
written, were to be subject to the approval of the owner or mana- 
ger. Eighteen policies were written, including the one in suit, 
which was for $15,000, on a certain drying house, and which was in 
a company whose agency was only secured after the original agree- 
ment with the manager had been made. The policies were to take 
effect according to their terms, at noon. About an hour before noon 
a fire was discovered which burned the drying house. The policies 
had not been delivered or accepted or-any premium paid. After- 
ward the owner obtained possession of the policies, representing, 
according to the agents, that none of the property covered by them 
had been burned, but declined to retain any except the one in suit, 
claiming that they were for too large amounts. The one in suit 
was for the largest. amount, only one other covering more than 
$5,000. 

Held, That the negotiations between the agent and the manager never 
matured into a binding contract ‘with the companies until their 
policies had been delivered and accepted according to their terms. 


Feld, That even if the agreement as claimed by the insured, was for in- 
surance to begin at the first moment of the day-of the fire, there was 
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not such an acceptance as bound the company in suit. German Ins. 
Co. of Freeport, Ill., rs. Downman et al., 741. 


2. Wuen INCOMPLETE. 


The applicant applied through the local agent for a certain form of 
life policy and was given a receipt for the premium paid, which re- 
cited that the policy applied for should be in force from that date, 
provided the application was accepted, but if rejected the premium 
should be returned on surrender of the receipt. The receipt was 
to be void on notification that the policy had not been issued. The 
company declined to issue the policy applied for, but issued a policy 
on the endowment plan and sent it for submission to the insured, 
who died before it had been submitted, in ignorance of the fact. 

Held, That the issue and forwarding of the endowment for submission 
was a rejection of the original proposal, and as the minds of the 
parties never met, the endowment was not in force. 

Held, That the receipt was not a.contract for temporary insurance until 
the company had acted on the application, but a mere qualified ac- 
ceptance to become effective only upon the approval of the applica- 
tion, and there was no binding contract of insurance. Mohrstadt vs. 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of. N. Y., 769. 


See Parot Contract; Pretrmrary-Term Contract; WritTEN ConrTRACT. 
CONTRACTOR. See INsurnaBLE INTEREST. 


CONTRIBUTION. 


CoINSURANCE CLAUSE. 

Property valued at $124,660, on which the loss was $45,321, was insured 
in one company for $42,500, and in four other companies for an ag- 
gregate not exceeding $17,500, with a provision that they should be 
liable, in case of loss, for no greater proportion of the loss than the 
sum insured bore to 80 per cent of the value. All the policies pro- 
vided that they should not be liable for any greater proportion of 
the loss than their amount bore to the total insurance. 


Held, That the actual amount insured under the four policies was lim- 
ited to their actual liability, as stated in their terms, which was 
only $7,932.84, and the first policy should contribute on the basis of 
its liability of $17,500. The insured was not a coinsurer under the 


four policies of 20 per cent of the value. Farmers’ Feed Co. of N. J. vs. 
Scottish Union § National Ins. Co. of Edinburgh, 84. 


See Mortaacse 2, 
CREDITORS. See Titte 1, 6. 
DEATH. See Proor or DeatH; SURVIVORSHIP. 


DESCRIPTION. 


1. MustTake or Risk sy AGENT. 


The policy insured a dwelling on M. Street. The dwelling destroyed 
was located on L. Street, though the insured had also a dwelling on 
M. Street. 


Held, That where the application was written by the agent, evidence of 
the insured was admissible that he pointed out the house in L. 
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Street to the agent as the one to be insured, and that he had con- 
tracted for insurance on it, where it was testified by insured that 


he had sometimes heard L. Street called M. Street. Alabama Mutual 
Fire Ins. Co. vs. Minchener, 909. 


a 2. Murvat Mistake. 


A correct description of the property in the policy was afterwards 
changed by the agent, at the request of the insured, so as to describe 
a piece of land adjoining, under the belief that the latter was the 

, correct description. 

Held, That it was a mutual mistake of the parties which the court was 
entitled to correct in a suit on the policy. German Ins. Co. vs. Kirken- 
dall et al., 274. 

See Location. 


DISCRIMINATION. 


1. Law ConstrvuED—INSURANCE OF AGENT. 


The Kentucky statute forbidding discrimination in rates between indi- 
viduals of the same class and expectation of life, or making any 
' contract other than is plainly expressed, or allowing discrimination 
in rates is not unconstitutional as being in restraint of trade. 


i A life company may insure its agent on the same terms as others of his 
class, in settlement of its debt to the agent. It is not necessary to 
recite in the coniract that the premium is not paid in money. 


But if the payment was more than the fair value of the thing paid for 
with the design of giving a rebate on the premiums it would be a 
violation of the statute. Kquitable Life Assur. Soc. vs. Commonwealth, 
407. 

' 2. WaAlveER. 


' The practice of allowing a waiver to be proved in court where it has not 
been alleged in the pleadings, in the case of insurance companies, is 
not a discrimination against them in violation of the Fourteenth 


Amendment, but a legitimate classification. Andrus et al. vs. Fidelity 
Mut. Life Ins. Ass’n, 653. 


DIVIDEND. See Premium 6. 


DIVIDENDS. See Patn-up Poticy. 


ELEVATOR. See Use anp Occupancy 1. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 


1. Measure or DamMaGES— BANKRUPTCY. 


A policy of insurance against the logs sustained by an employer through 
accidents happening to his employees contained the following 
4 clause: ‘No action shall lie against the [insurance] company as re- 
spects any loss under this policy, unless it shall be brought by the 
insured himself to reimburse him for loss actually sustained and 
paid by him in satisfaction of a judgment, after a trial of the issue.” 
Held: 
That not the amount of the employee’s judgment, but the amount paid 
by the employer thereon, was the sum for which the insurer was re- 
sponsible. 
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That the transfer of the employer’s property to a trustee in bankruptcy, 
by operation of the United States bankrupt act, was payment, within 
the requirement of this clause, and perfected the liability of the in- 
surer for so much as the employee was entitled to receive out of the 
bankrupt’s estate. 

That this liability of the insurer passed, by force of the bankrupt act, to 
the trustee in bankruptcy, as assets of the estate. 

That the amount for which the insurer is liable will be determined by 
ascertaining what percentage all the assets of the bankrupt, outside 
of this policy, will pay on all the debts proved against the estate, 
outside of the employee’s judgment. The insurer is answerable for 
the same percentage of that judgment. Moses et al. vs. Travelers Ins. 
Co., 33. 


2. Notice oF ACCIDENT. 


An employers’ liability policy provided that immediate notice should be 
given, in case of accident, together with full particulars, and that 
like notice and full particulars of any claim; that the company 
would defend the suit in behalf of the insured or settle the claim 
unless it elected to pay the indemnity agreed to the insured; and 
that the insured should aid in effecting settlement and securing evi- 
dence when called on, but should not otherwise interfere. 

Held, That immediate notice requires only due diligence under the cir- 
cumstances, and whether it is given is a question of fact. 

Held, That the particulars required were only such as were sufficient to 
enable the insurer to judge of the probability of a claim, and not an 
exhausting investigation to determine the facts upon a considera- 
tion of conflicting evidence. 

The liability of the insurer was not avoided by failure to forward to the 
counsel of the insurer, at his request, the summons served by the 
employee. Such failure was simply evidence as to whether he had 
sufficiently complied with the policy requirement as to aidirg in 
securing information. 

Where there was considerable correspondence, and, as a matter of law, 
it could not be said that there was not a substantial compliance, a 
finding against the company will not be disturbed. Ward et al. vs. 
Maryland Casualty Co., (51. 


ENDOWMENT. See SurRENDER VALvuE 2 ; TITLE 2. 
EQUITY. See Cancenuation 2. 


EVIDENCE. See Accipent 2; Forrerrure; Hratru 1, 2; Paron EvipEnce 3 
Proor oF DeatH; SuricrpE 2 


EXAMINATION. 


ConsTRUCTION OF INDIANA STATUTE. 


The act of March 2, 1899, of Indiana, to require insurance companies or- 
ganized by special act to file annual reports with the auditor does 
not in its title cover a section authorizing the examination of such 
companies and such section is void. Nor can it be claimed that such 
examination is for the purpose of verifying the report where it ap- 
pears that no report was filed. 

The act of 1877 which is an amendatory act of the act of 1865 relating to 
foreign companies, provides that the auditor shall exanrine the busi- 
ness of every insurance company doing business in the State. 
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Heid, That it applied only to foreign companies and did not authorize the 
examination of domestic companies. State ex rel. vs. Commercial Ins. 
Co., 868. 


EXPLOSION. 


Fay oF BuILpING. 


The policy was on a stock of goods, with written privilege to keep a lim- 
ited amount of gasoline. Conditions in finer print “covenanted” 
that the company should not be liable for loss caused by explosion 
unless fire ensued, and then for loss by fire only. Gasoline was kept 
in a tank in the cellar, from which customers were supplied through 
a pump in the store above. An explosion of gasoline vapor followed 
the lighting of a match in the celiar. 


Held, That where there was no evidence to support a theory of a fire al- 
ready existing in the cellar at the time of the explosion, a request to 
submit the question of such fire to the jury was properly denied. 


Held, That where no fire ensued, and the only damage was through the 
falling of the building and crushing of the stock, the policy was not 
liable. 


Held, That the lighted match was not a fire within the meaning of the 
policy. Milton C. Mitchell vs. Potomac Ins. Co., 570. 


EXTENDED INSURANCE. See Premium 10; Surrenper Vauue 1. 
FALL OF BUILDING. See Exptosrion. 
FIDELITY. 


GUARANTEE OF AGENT —CHANGE OF DISTRICT. 


A company was insured by another against loss through an employee 
who was engaged as an assistant superintendent in connection with 
its Wilmington agency. Afterwards a new contract was made with 
him as district agent, extending his field of operations and supersed- 
ing the first contract. 


Held, That the extension of his field and business released the insurer. 


Where there was no evidence that the extensiofi of his field was known 
at the time, a letter alleged to waive all questions except that of em- 


bezzlement on the part of the insurer was not admissible. Sun Life 
Ins. Co. vs. United States Fidelity § Guarantee Co., 444. 


FIRE. See Exprosron. 
FIXTURES. 


WHEN Part or BUILDING. 


The insurance was in specific amounts on house and on contents. A 
furnace weighing about 1,500 pounds stood on a brick foundation 
in the cellar, but could’ be disconnected from the pipes and removed 
without injury to the building by taking it apart. 

Held, That the furnace was part of the building. 


Held, That a boiler in which the water was heated by an attachment to 
a kitchen range, which was attached to pipes leading through the 
house, and fed from a tank in the attic, was part of the building. 


West vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co., 663. 
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FOREIGN COMPANIES. See Rermsvurancel. 


FOREIGN COMPANY. 


UNAUTHORIZED INSURANCE—CONSTRUCTION OF STATUTE. 


The fact that the plaintiff employed an agent within this State to so- 
licit orders and to make estimates upon lumber to be supplied by 
the plaintiff, that this agent had an office in the city of New York, 
that his compensation was determined by the commissions earned, 
that all orders obtained by such agent were sent from New York to 
the plaintiff at Jacksonville, where they were accepted or rejected, 
that the lumber and the bills therefor were sent from the home 
office at Jacksonville to its customers, coupled with the fact that the 
policy was issued and delivered in this State to the plaintiff’s 
brokers, do not bring the plaintiff within the application of section 
15 of the General Corporation Law. 


The taking out by the plaintiff within this State, of the policy sued on, 
was not doing business in this State within the meaning of the stat- 
ute; and to hold that a foreign corporation taking out a policy of 
insurance on its propérty in another State should be compelled to 
have a certificate that would enable it to transact its general busi- 
ness in this State, if violating no positive provisions of the State or 
national constitutions, would be opposed to public policy. And it is 
the duty of the court to give such a reasonable construction to stat- 
utes as will not render them ineffective, or read into them provisions 
that the Legislature cannot reasonably be supposed to have in- 
tended. 


The statute clearly indicates the scope of the law, and merely under- 
takes to regulate the business of foreign corporations, so that they 
shall not do business under more advantageous terms than those 
allowed to corporations of this State. Its purpose was not to avoid 
contracts, and it has no relation whatever to the incidental contracts 
of a foreign corporation, although entered into in this State, such as 
the insurance of the property of such foreign company in another 


State. Cummer Lumber Co. vs. Associated Manufacturers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 
Corp. of N. Y., 87. 
See Premium 3. 


FORFEITURE. 


WaAIvER OF—EVIDENCE oF CAUSE OF DEATH. 


The burden of proof is on the plaintiff to establish the truth of state- 
ments in application that are conditions precedent, when denied. 
The policy provided that forfeiture could only be waived by an officer, in 

writing. 

Held, That where such forfeiture was alleged, a reply that premiums 
had been received by the officers with knowledge of the facts, was 
sufficient allegation of an estoppel in pais, and in such case an in- 
struction that if the matters pleaded in reply were true, either a 
waiver or estoppel could be found, was harmless. 

A certified copy of the death register, kept according to statute by the 
registrar, was legal evidence as to cause of death. 


Where the president had testified that he knew nothing of the breaches 
of warranty complained of when the policy was issued, a question 
on cross-examination whether he had attempted to learn, was 
proper. But evidence as to the enormous number of policies issued 
in order to show the impossibility of such knowledge was properly 
excluded as too remote. 
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When language of counsel condemning the corporation and its president 
to the jury will justify a reversal. Hennessy vs. Metropolitan Life Ins, 
Co., 963. 


FRATERNAL SOCIETY. 


By-Laws oF. 

By-laws enacted by a fraternal insurance order will, in the absence of a 
clearly expressed intention to the contrary, be construed to have a 
prospective operation. Sovereign Camp Woodmen of the World vs. Thorn- 
ton, 1055. 

See AssEssMENT ComMPany 2. 


FRAUD. See Acent 2. Hears 3, 4; Mepicat Examiner 1; Premium Note 4; 
Proors oF Loss 1. 


e GASOLINE. See Exptosron. 
GUARANTEE. See Fmetiry. 


HAIL. See Winpl. 


HEALTH. 


1. EVIDENCE As TO. 


An affidavit regarding health of insured, made in connection with an- 
other case is not admissible in evidence. 

The policy required evidence regarding the truth of statements in the 
application which should be satisfactory to it, under penalty of ren- 
dering it void until furnished. 

Held, That if the evidence furnished is such as would be considered sat- 
isfactory by a person of common sense and honesty, it will bind the 
company, whether satisfactory to it or not. 

Held, That a demand for such evidence by the company did not avoid 
the policy until the insured had failed to furnish it. Thompson vs. Se- 
curity Trust § Life Ins. Co., 699. 


2. EvIpEnce or SICKNESS. 


The company alleged that at the time of issuing the policy the insured 
was, and had for a long time been, sick of several diseases of a seri- 
ous character, which was well known to her and to the medical ex- 
aminer, and that she and her husband, the beneficiary, and the 
physician fraudulently conspired to defraud the company, and that 
she falsely answered many of the questions asked at the examina- 
tion. 

Held, That non-experts who knew her well, and met and visited her 
were competent witnesses of her physical condition at the time. So 
also was a physician who had treated her several years before, and 
had since occasionally met her and observed her apparent diseased 
condition. 

Held, That evidence of knowledge of her diseased condition by the hus- 


band was admissible. Reininghaus vs. Merchants’ Life Ase’n, 675. 


3. FRAvpD. 


The Iowa code provides that a certificate of health of the company’s 
medical examiner shall estop the company from denying that the 
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insured was in the condition of health required by the policy, except 
where the same is procured through the fraud of insured. 


Held, That to sustain fraud as a defense, his answers to the examiner 
must not only be false, but knowingly so, and the examiner must be 
deceived by them into issuing the certificate. Welch vs. Union Cent. 
Life Ins. Co., 735. 


4. FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATION IN APPLICATION. 


Aside from statutory provisions, it is competent for parties to contract 
that the truth of statements in the application are material, regard- 
less of their effect on the risk, or whether they are fraudulent. 

The provision in the Code of Iowa, estopping a company from setting up 
the condition of an applicant’s health where the report of the medi- 
cal examiner of the company reports him a fit subject for insurance, 
unless procured through fraud of the insured, refers to the party 
who actually makes the examination and report. 

The fraud referred to is fraud in procuring the report, not in securing 
the policy, and the estoppel covers all matters Inquired about so far 
as they relate to his health. 

An inquiry regarding spitting of blood is limited to such spitting as a 
person might reasonably suppose related to his health or desirability 
as a risk. 

The question of untrue or fraudulent answers was for the jury. Peterson 
vs. Des Moines Life Ass'n, 146. 

See AppLicaTION ; CANCELLATION 2; INTEMPERANCE; MEDICAL EXAMINER 1; PRE- 

ium 5, 7,°8,9. REINSTATEMENT 1. 


HOMICIDE. See Accipent 3. 


HUSBAND. See Titte 3. 
ILLEGAL BUSINESS. See Risk 2. 
INCOME. See UsEanp Occupancy 2. 

INCREASE OF RISK. See Risx. 
INCUMBRANCE. See Tirte 6. 
INDISPUTABLE POLICY. See Surcwe 1. 


INDUSTRIAL POLICY. 


BENEFICIARY OF. 


An industrial policy on the life of the husband was, by its terms, pay- 
able to his executor unless settlement was made under article 2, 
which provided that it might be paid to any person that appeared to 
the company entitled thereto by reason of expense incurred on be- 
half of the insured, and a receipt from such person should be con- 
clusive evidence of its payment to the proper party. Afterward it 
was claimed that a parol agreement was entered into by the insured, 
his wife and the company, that the insurance should be paid to her 
on condition that she paid the premiums, and the policy was as- 
signed to her. 


Held, That the agreement simply designated a beneficiary, but did not 
modify the conditions of the policy, and a payment under article 2 
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was conclusive as against any claim by the wife. Thomas vs. Pru- 
dential Ins. Co. of America, 648. 
See Premium 1. 


INSANITY. See Surcips 3, 4, 5, 6. 
INSOLVENCY. See Titte 1; Banxrvcproy. 


INSPECTOR. See Premium 1. 


INSURABLE INTEREST. 


Or CONTRACTOR. 


Held, That a contractor, under agreement to furnish the materials and 
build a house for a specified sum, who has already received part pay- 
ment, has an insurable interest to the value of the building and not 
merely of the unpaid balance. His relation to the building until 
turned over to the owner is like that of a warehouseman to the 
property in his hands. Ulmer vs Phenix Fire Ins. Co. of Brooklyn et al., 
38. 

See Tenant 1; Trrze 3. 


INSURANCE COMMISSIONER. See Pretiminary-Term Contract. 
INSURANCE DEPARTMENT. See Examrnatton, 


INSURANCE MONEY. See Tirte. 


INTEMPERANCE. 


Rieut to Cancet Poticy. 


The policy provided that if the insured should become so far intemper- 
ate as to impair his health or induce delirium tremens it should be- 
come void, and under this clause the company refused the premium 
and canceled the policy. In an action on the policy after death of 
the insured in which the company alleged such cancellation: — 

Held, That the issue was whether at time of cancellation the clause had 
been violated. 

Held, That there was no error in instructions that such was the issue, 
and if the health was so impaired as to justify cancellation the com- 
pany had the right to cancei, but that otherwise the policy was im- 
properly canceled. 

Query whether the policy could be properly canceled by the mere act of 
the company without going into court. Williford vs. Aitna Life Ins 


Co., 923. 


INTEREST. See Arsitration 6. 
INTOXICATION. See AccrpEent 3; Surcrpr 3. 


INVENTORY. See Inon Sare ; Proors or Loss, 
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IRON SAFE. 


1. Construction or CLAUSE—PRACTICE. 


1. A clause in a policy of fire insurance requiring the assured to keep 
the books and inventories of his business ‘‘ securely locked in a fire- 
proof safe at night, and at all times when the building [in which the 
stock insured is located] is not actually open for business, or, fail- 
ing in this,” to “‘ keep such books and inventories in some place not 
exposed to a fire which would destroy the * * * building,” does 
not apply to a suspension of business caused by such an emergency 
as a fire raging in the vicinity and threatening the consumption of 
the building, the same not being actually shut up, and business op- 
erations being interrupted because of the threatened danger. Under 
such circumstances the clause in question does require the insured 
to exercise reasonable diligence to preserve the books and inven- 
tories. 

2. Defects in a motion for a new trial caused by the failure to properly 
assign error upon the rulings of which complaint is made cannot be 
cured by setting out in the bill of exceptions the various grounds of 
the motion and specifically assigning error upon the overruling of 
each ground. 

3. Under the ruling of this court in Insurance Co. vs. Hart (112 Ga., 765), 
section 2140 of the Civil Code, which authorizes the plaintiff in an 
action upon a policy of insurance to recover, under certain condi- 


tions, damages and attorneys’ fees, is unconstitutional. Phenix Ins. 
Co. of Hartford vs. Schwartz, 714. 


2. Watver By ADJUSTER. 


The defense was breach of the iron-safe clause, which was admitted; 
but it was claimed that an adjuster, authorized to investigate and 
settle claims, proceeded with the adjustment with full knowledge of 
the facts, and had finally refused to complete the adjustment on the 
sole ground that hazardous materials had been kept in violation of 
the policy. 

Held, That denial of liability on a single specific ground is a waiver of 
other grounds of forfeiture. 

Held, That negotiations through an authorized representative for a set- 
tlement with knowledge of the facts, whereby the insured is put to 
trouble and expense, is a waiver of the grounds of forfeiture. 

Held, That the iron-safe clause is a valid condition whose breach will 


avoid the policy unless waived. Georgia Home Ins. Co. vs. Allen, 60. 


3. Wauat Is Surricrent CoMPLIANCE—TAXATION. 


Where insured has a complete inventory of the preceding year, and 
books showing a complete record of purchases and sales, but the 
inventory of the last year was incomplete, and they were preserved 
in an iron safe, though certain original books of entry had been 
burned, a finding that the iron-safe clause had been sufficiently kept 
will not be disturbed. 

Held, That a policy on a store will not be invalidated because the privi- 
lege tax had not been paid, which was required for keeping such 
store, if such tax was afterward paid at the time the policy was 


issued. Springfield F. & M. Ins Co. vs. Fowler et al., 903. 
See AGENT 9, 


KEEPING AND STORING. See Prourstrep Risk. 


LANDLORD. See Tenant. 
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LEAKAGE. See Portcy 2. 
LEASEHOLD. See Titte4. 
, LETTER. See Benevouent Society 3; OTHER INSURANCE 3. 
LEVEL PREMIUM COMPANY. See Assessment Company 1. 
LEX LOCI. See Orger Insurance 5; Premium Loan. 
LICENSE. See AaGevt 6, 
LIGHTNING, 


DaMaGE By WIND. 


The policy covered direct damage caused by lightning, but in no case to 
include damage by wind. 

Held, That it was error to refuse instructions that the verdict must be 
confined to direct damage from lightning, exclusive of that from 
wind, and to instruct that subsequent damage by wind could be con- 
sidered, on the apparent theory that the building might have been 
weakened by the lightning. It was incumbent on plaintiff to dis- 
tinguish between the two elements of damage. There was no lia- 


bility for any due to wind. _ Warmeastle vs. Scottish U. § N. Ins. Co., 258. 


LIMITATION. 


‘ NoNACTION. 

The policy provided that no action should be begun after six months 
from death. One action was begun within the time by a supposed 
beneficiary, and judgment given for the company. A new action was 
commenced after six months in the name of another beneficiary. 

Heid, That a statute providing that a new action might be begun within a 
year if a previous action were defeated, though a mere matter of 
form, only applied te cases governed by the general statute of limita- 
tions, not to those governed, as here, by a special contract, and the 
action was too late. 

Held, That the fact that the policy has been surrendered to the company 
after death of insured, and been kept by it until the former trial did 
not affect the case where it had promptly denied liability, and had 


done nothing to deceive either plaintiff. Lewis vs. Metropolitan Life 
Ins. Co., 392. 


wore 


See AccrpENT 4, 


LLOYDS. 


LIABILITY OF MEMBERS. 


A certificate of marine insurance, signed by the attorney of a Lloyds and 
countersigned by the agent, was issued to the insured, certifying that 
it was insured under a certain open policy issued by the Buffalo Fire 
and Marine Underwriters on a cargo of bricks on board a schooner at 
and from Cleveland to Waukegan. A total loss occurred shortly 
after, and before the receipt of the policy, which was found not to 
be made by the company named, but by nineteen individual under- 
writers, liable only according to its terms, severally, and not jointly, 
each for his proportionate part. 
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Held, That where the insured was ignorant of these facts, and had reason 
to believe he was dealing with a company, and where the individual 
underwriters had described themselves in their agreements with each 
other and in their powers of attorney to their manager as an associa- 
tion, the underwriters were jointly liable. 

Held, That where one of the underwriters had revoked the power of at- 
torney, and had previously resigned from the association, though no 
public notice of the fact had been given, he was not bound by the 
contract made by the general manager where the insured had no 
knowledge of him as one of the individual members of the associa- 


tion. Imperial Shale Brick Co. vs. Jewett et al., 376. 


LOAN. 


Errect or Lost Poticy—MEAsURE OF DAMAGES. 


The loss of a policy of life insurance does not entitle the insurer to treat 
any of the obligations of the policy as at an end; but the fact that 
he refuses, on account of such loss, to make the insured a loan, as 
agreed, does not entitle the insured to recover damages, in the ab- 
sence of an averment that he was unable to procure the money from 
other sources at the same rate of interest at which the insurer 
agreed to furnish it. : 

The measure of damages for breach of a contract by defendant to make 
plaintiff a loan is the difference between the rate of interest at which 
the defendant agreed to furnish the money and the rate, not exceed- 
ing the legal rate, which plaintiff was required to pay elsewhere, iu 
the absence of an averment that the money was desired for a special 
use known to defendant, and that it could not be procured else- 


where. New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Pope et al., 845. 
See SuRRENDER VALUE 1. 


LOCATION. See Description; Risx 4. 


LODGE. See Benevorent Socrety 1, 2. 


LOSS. 


DAMAGE BY WATER. 


In an action on a fire insurance policy, to recover for a loss, held: 


That the policy covered the property as to which the loss was contested, 
and that the evidence was sufficient to sustain the finding of the 
jury to the effect that the loss of the property, which was injured by 
water, was direcily due to the fire, and that the plaintiff made all 
reasonable exertions to save the property after the fire. 

That the trial court did not err in its rulings in the admission of evi- 
dence on the questions whether the property was covered by the 
policy, and as to the plaintiff’s exertions to save the property after 


the fire. Boak Fish Co. vs. Manchester Fire Assur. Co., 253. 
LOST POLICY. See Loan. 
LUMBER. See Ciear § Pace, 


MAIL. See Letter, 


MARINE RISK. See Potzcrx 2. 
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MATERIAL MAN. See InsuraBie INTEREST. 
MEASURE OF DAMAGES. 


VALUED Poticy Law ConstTRUED. 


The valued policy law of Mississippi provides that in case of loss on per- 
sonal property which is constantly changing in specifics and value 
in course of trade, only the actual value at the time of loss can be 
recovered, not to exceed the amount of the policy. The policy ex- 
pressly waived this law and provided that insured should insure to 
the full value, and that the liability should be limited to such pro- 
portion of the loss as the amount insured bears to the cash value. 
The insurance was on cotton worth $15,900, on which the loss was 
$4,000 and the amount insured was $2,000. 

Held, That the waiver was ineffectual and the entire $2,000 could be re- 
covered. Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Shlenker, 938. 


See Burtprnc ; Emptoyers’ Liasrmiry 1; Loan; UsE anp Occupancy 2. 
MEDICAL EXAMINATION. See OTHER INSURANCE 1. 


MEDICAL EXAMINER. 


1. FRaup IN APPLICATION. 


Where the medical examiner, without the knowledge of insured, fraudu- 
lently wrote false statements in the application as to his health, and 
it appeared that though if all the facts as to the fraud could have 
been shown the company could not escape liability because the act 
was that of its agent, yet that it might have been difficult or impos- 
sible to establish the fraud in case of the death of the insured and 
so the company might have escaped liability, the insured was enti- 
tled, upon discovery of the facts, to rescind the contract and recover 
back the premiums paid. 

Parol evidence of insured is admissible to prove the fraud. 

Where the insured had full confidence in the examiner, his failure to 
discover the fraud until two years later was not laches. Bennett et 


ux. 18. Massachusetis Mut. Life Ins. Co., 150. 


2. RESPONSIBILITY YOR ANSWERS IN APPLICATION. 


Denials of the truth of statements in an application need not be spe- 
cially pleaded. 

The medical examiner whose duty it was to fill up the medical certificate 
took the signature of the applicant before filling it up. 

Held, That the company was responsible for an answer omitted where it 
had been correctly given. 

Held, That where the medical examiner had no authority as to the gen- 
eral application, but told the applicant that it made no difference 
how he answered a question therein as to whether he contemplated 
other insurance, knowing that he did contemplate such insurance, 
and the applicant gave a false answer, the company was not re- 
sponsible, and where the answer was a warranty the policy was 


avoided. Leonard vs. State Mut. Life Assur. Co., 584. 
See AppuicaTION 3, 4; PREMIuM 4, 


MISTAKE. See Cigar Space; Description 1, 2; Premium 2. 


MORTGAGE. See Arenation. 
VoL. XXXI—70. 
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MORTGAGEE. 
1. ASSIGNMENT BY—ALIENATION. 


The policy insured the mortgagor, but was payable to the mortgagee. 
The latter sold the mortgage and assigned his rights in the policy to 
the purshaser, who in turn pledged the mortgage to obtain a loan 
and assigned his rights in the policy to the loanor. 

Held, That this was not an assignment of the policy in violation of a 
clause prohibiting it without consent of the company, so long as the 
original insured remained the owner. 

Held, That a conveyance of the property by the original insured avoided 
the policy as to him and his grantee. But where it provided that 
no act of the mortgagor should affect the rights of the mortgagee, 
the rights of the latter and his assigns were not affected by the 
transfer. 

The owner conveyed the property to the purchaser of the mortgage after 
the last assignment had been made. 

Held, That this was a merger which defeated the claim of the latter, but 
the rights of the pledgee in the mortgage remained. Where the 
mortgage was for $700, but it had been pledged for a loan of $400, 
the policy was liable only for the latter sum to the pledgee. Bree- 


year et al. vs. Rockingham Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 972. 


2. OrxnER INsuRANCE— CONTRIBUTION. 


A denial of liability is waiver of proofs of loss. 

Insurance on his interest independently procured by a mortgagee is not 
a violation of a prohibition against other insurance in a policy is- 
sued to the owner, especially where neither knew of the insurance 
procured by the other. 

Where the evidence was that the insured stated both a maximum and 
minimum amount of a mortgage held by a building loan association 
which he was paying off, and about which he was apparently uncer- 
tain as to the balance due, the burden was on the insurer to show a 
material misrepresentation. 

Where the difference between the amount stated and the true amount 
due was unimportant it was not a material misrepresentation. 

The insurer of an owner is not entitled to maintain an action for con- 
tribution from an insurer of the independent interest of a mort- 


gage. Home Ins. Co. vs. Koob et al., 811. 
3. OrnreER INSURANCE - SUBROGATION. 


The policies contained the mortgagee clause, entitling the insurer to 
subrogation of the mortgage debt, and the contribution clause. 
The property was insured in several companies and separate ac- 
tions were brought. One of the companies had agreed on a settle- 
ment provided the mortgagor and mortgagee released their claims, 
which the mortgagor refused to do until paid a certain sum which 
he claimed under the policy, and which was paid. 

Held, That another insurer could not demand that this payment should 
be credited on the indebtedness due to the mortgagee where it ap- 
peared that the mortgagee had received its full pro rata from the 
insurer. 

Held, That the mortgage clause did not make the insurers sureties for 
payment of the mortgage; it gave them the right to pay their pro- 
portion and claim subrogation, but not to contest the payment of 
their own policies, and at the same time to insist that no settlement 
should be made with other insurers for less than the face of the 
policies. Payment of their own obligations was essential to subro- 
gation. 
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When the court adjudicated that the mortgagor was entitled to an 
allowance from the insurance money for his attorney’s fees it can- 
not be claimed by other insurers as a charge which should be made 
against the claims of the mortgagee. 

Held, That the mortgagee in settling with such other insurers should be 
allowed credit for sums allowed by the court to its own attorneys. 


New Hampshire Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. National Life Ins. Co., 913. 
4. Ruieuror Action. 


An agreement with a building and loan association that monthly pay- 
ments to it by a mortgagee shall be credited on payment of stock 
and not to a reduction of the mortgage, but are subsequently ap- 
plied, with consent of the association, to a reduction of the mort- 
gage, this will be regarded as a modification of the original agree- 
ment and upheld. 

Where the policy is payable to mortgagee as interest may appear, and 
any balance to the mortgagor and the mortgage debt is equal to the 
policy, the mortgagee is the only party entitled to sue; but when 
the loss exceeds the debt each party may sue for his share of the 
loss, since the agreement was to pay a part to each. The burden of 
proof, however, is on the plaintiff mortgagor, to show the amount of 
balance after payment of mortgage debt. Capital City Ins. Co. vs. Jones, 
80. 


See AGENT 3; StranparD Ponicy; TrrTLe 8. 
MUTUAL COMPANY. See AssessMEnT. 
NEGLIGENCE. See Suproaation. 


NOTICE. See Accment 10; Acent 9; CaNnceLLATiIon 6; Empioyers’ LIABILITY 
2: Premium 3, 4, 10; Premium Nore 2; Winp 2. 


OTHER INSURANCE. 
1. APPLICATION FOR—MEDICAL EXAMINATION—WAIVER OF, 


A warranty in an application that no insurance with another company is 
pending, will be enforced, and when it appeared that such application 
was then pending and the policy was actually issued shortly after the 
policy in suit its denial was false. 

The acceptance of two policies whose combined amounts were equal to 
that of the single policy called for by the application is a waiver of 
the variance. 

The questions and answers in an application for a policy of a certain 
date are simply contracts for insurance, and the date is waived by 
acceptance of a policy based on the application bearing later date. 

Where, on account of the large amount of insurance, a second medical 
examination was called for and the answers as to other insurance in 
the second examination were transposed by clerical error, and the in- 
tention clear that both should have the same meaning, the state- 
ments were not ambiguous so as to impose on the company the duty 
of inquiry. 

Requiring proofs of death or otherwise subjecting a claimant to expense 
is not a waiver of any defense which was at the time unknown to the 


company. Home Life Ins. Co. vs. Myers, 523. 


2. KNOWLEDGE oF AGENT—STANDARD Pouicy. 


The agent who wrote the policy and received the premiums was told, 
when it was applied for, that there was other insurance. The in- 
sured did not examine the policy. 
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Held, That the knowledge of the agent was the knowledge of the com- 
pany. 

Held, That a provision in the policy which was of the standard form, 
requiring written or printed assent of the company when taken in 
connection with the statutes which have aimed to take away 
merely technical and inequitable defenses, which are a part of 
every policy, cannot be set up to defeat recovery in this case. 


Spalding vs. New Hampshire Fire Ins. Co., 1045. 


3. LeEerrer as WAIVER. 


The policy stipulated that it should be void in case of other insurance. 
He afterward took out such other insurance, and some time later 
alleged that he wrote to the company informing it of the fact and 
requesting it to advise him if there was anything that conflicted with 
the policy, as the latter was held by a bank and its conditions were 
not remembered. The company claimed that the letter had never 
been received and no reply was made. About three weeks after 
writing the insured took out still further insurance. It was found 
by the jury that the letter was mailed and was received by the com- 
pany. 

Held, That the failure to reply to the letter was a waiver of the prohibi- 
tion against other insurance. Rauch vs. Michigan Millers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 
Co., 799. 

4. Watver By AGENT. 

The policy provided that it should be void if the insured had or should 
thereafter procure other insurance; also that no officer, agent, or 
other representative should have power to waive any condition, ex- 
cept such as by its terms had been indorsed thereon, or should have 
power io be deemed to have waived any condition unless such 
waiver was written on or attached to the policy, and no provision 
affecting the insurance should be claimed by the insurer unless so 
written or attached. ‘The agent was informed by insured of other 
subsisting insurance on the property, and knew of it when he is- 
sued the policy. 

Held, In the absence of evidence that the information had been com- 
municated by the agent or was otherwise known to the company, 
that parol evidence of such knowledge was not admissible to prove 
a waiver of the writien instrument. 


Held, That written contracts, if unambiguous, cannot be altered or con- 
tradicted by parol evidence, except in case of fraud or mutual mis- 
take. 

Held, That the provisions limiting the power of the agent were reason- 
able, and such iimited grant of authority is the measure of the 
agent’s power. Where the policy containing such limitation is ac- 
cepted, it is presumed to be so accepted with knowledge of the fact. 

Held, That where waiver is relied on in such case, it must be shown that 
the agent had express power to waive, or that the company subse- 


quently ratified his action with knowledge of the fact. Northern <As- 
sur. Co. of London vs. Grand View Building Ass’n, 97. 


5. Watver By AGENT—LEx Loci—REeEcovery For VexatTious Denay. 

The policy was burned in the fire that did the damage, and the applica- 
tion of the insured for a copy of it was refused. The general agent 
was verbally notified of the loss and a list of the property destroyed 
was shown to the general agent at his request, and returned to in- 
sured. 

Held, That where the agent did not demand proofs to be made in the 
form specified in the lost policy, the refusal of the copy was a waiver 
of the right to require such proofs. 











ES 
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An agent authorized to issue policies, consent in writing to other in- 
surance and transact all the business of the company in his city, 
was the alter ego of the company for such purposes. His acquies- 
cence in the securing of other insurance by the insured was a waiver 
of the policy condition that no agent of the company except the sec- 
retary could modify its terms or waive a forfeiture because consent 
therefor was not written on the policy. The policy of an Illinois 
company doing business in Kansas was written on property located 
in Kansas. 

Held, In an action in Missouri on the policy, that the law of Kansas gov- 
erns as to matters pertaining to the performance of the contract, 
and the law of Missouri as to matters relating to the remedy. 

Held, That a statute permitting recovery of attorney’s fees in case of 
vexatious refusal to pay a loss will not apply to a loss occurring be- 
fore its passage. 

Held, That a Missouri statute permitting recovery of damages for vexa- 
tious delay in payment relates to the performance and no such re- 
covery can be had under an action in Missouri on a Kansas contract. 
Thompson vs. Traders’ Ins. Co., 823. 


See AcEnr 1, 3; CornsuRANCE; Merpican ExaMINErR 2; MortGaGer 2, 3. 


PAID-UP POLICY. 


FAILurE TO DEMAND. 


The policy, issued by a New York company in compliance with the law 
of that State, provided that in case of lapse and of application 
within six months by the insured a paid-up policy would be issued. 
No demand for such paid-up policy was made until four years after 
the lapse, long after the amount called for had been distributed in 
dividends which were required by the company’s charter and the 
laws of New York. 

Held, That time was not of the essence of the contract, and the insured 
did not lose his right to a paid-up policy at the end of the six 
months. Such right did not lapse through laches until five years 
had expired. 

Held, 'That the company was not obligated to treat the amount due before 
that time as surplus entitled to distribution and so report it to the 
State department. 

Held, That such disposition in the absence of evidence that its surplus 
was not adequate for the purpose would not defeat the right of the 


insured to a paid-up policy. Washington Life Ins. Co. vs. Miles et al., 260. 


See AssIGNMENT 1; Premium 10; REINSTATEMENT 1. 
PAROL CONTRACT. See Aaenr 4. 


PAROL EVIDENCE. See Crear Space; Oruer InsuRANCE 4 ; Warirren Con- 
TRACT. 


PARTIAL LOSS. See Torat Loss ; Vatvep Poticy 2. 
PARTICULAR AVERAGE. See Poticy 2. 


PAYMENT. See Premium 5; Receipt; SATISFACTION. 
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POLICY. 


1. CoMPLIANCE WITH—SPRINELER. 


The ordinary conditions precedent necessary to be performed by the in- 
sured after a loss has been sustained, are the giving of notice of loss 
and the rendering of proofs of loss. in the absence of any request on 
the part of the insurer for further information. 

The receipt and retention of proofs of loss without objection act as a 
waiver of all defects on such proofs. 

What facts show a compliance with the provisions of the policy that the 
insured will use due diligence to at all times maintain the auto- 
matic sprinkler system in working order. 

Where the obligation on the part of the insured is to exercise “‘due dili- 
gence”’ in the maintenance of the sprinkler system, which he does, 
notice of an increase of hazard caused by the breaking of the sys- 
tem need not be given the insurer, where such notice is not specifi- 
cally provided for in the clause of the policy relating to the sprinkler 
system. Cummer Lumber Co. vs. Associated Manufacturers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 
Corp. of \. Y., 87. 


2. ConsTrRucTION—LEAKAGE, 


A marine policy covered shipments of oil from foreign parts to Phila- 
delpkia or Boston or ‘“‘via port or ports, and at and thence to Provi- 
dence, with privilege of transshipment, including risk of craft from 
ship or vessel; such craft to be considered a separate risk.’’ Also, 
“leakage amounting to 5 per cent on each barrel over ordinary leak- 
age, which is agreed to be 2 per cent.”. It was “not liable for par- 
ticular average, nor for leakage unless occasioned by stranding or 
collision.”” The perils assumed were ‘of the seas, fires, pirates, and 
all other perils and losses or misfortunes to the detriment of the 
said goods.” 

Held, That the intent of the parties to limit the risks to marine perils or 
extend it to others, and as to what leakage was covered, was not free 
frcm ambiguity and parol evidence to show it was admissible. 

Held, That where the intent was thus shown to cover leakage, no matter 
from what cause, it was unnecessary to show stranding or collision. 


Held, That the transportation could be overland from Philadelphia or 


Boston to Providence, hence the policy was liable for leakage dur- 
ing such transport. 


ITeld, That where similar losses had previously been paid without objec- 


tion, notice of refusal to pay, net given until upon the trial, was too 
late. 


Held, That no liability for leakage attaches until it has reached 7 per 
cent, but if in excess of this sum the policy is liable for the entire 


leakage. Phetteplace et al. vs. British & Foreign Marine Ins. Co., 20. 


See Application ; Contract 1, 2; StanparpD Poticy ; VALUED Po.icy, 
PRACTICE. See Risx. 


PRELIMINARY-TERM CONTRACT. 


PoWER OF COMMISSIONER AS TO VALUATION OF PoLIcrES—STaTUTE CONSTRUED. 


The insurance commissioner of Massachusetts is required by the statutes 
to make a valuation of a company’s liabilities, and in another sec- 
tion, to make a report of his official transactions which, among other 
things, shall contain the result of such valuations. 
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Held, That the duty to value is only a preliminary part of his general 
duty, and only serviceable in case he is called on under another sec- 
tion to revoke its authority because “he is of opinion” that it is un- 
sound, or that its assets are less than its liabilities. 


The statute also requires him to be satisfied by such examination as he 


@ : shall make and such evidence as he may require that the company is 
qualified, under the laws, to do businéss there. He is also given ab- 
i solute authority as to the withdrawal of emergency funds of assess- 


ment corporations, and may revoke the license of such company, if 

satisfied that it is not paying its claims in full, or otherwise failing 

: to comply with the laws, or its contracts. The statute also provides 
that a company may be admitted only if the commissioner is satis- 
fied regarding its condition. 5 

Held, That the judgment of the commissioner regarding the license of a 
foreign company is not subject to revision by the courts. 

Held, That the commissioner’s construction of the statute regarding valu- 
ations as to whether preliminary-term contracts should be valued 
from their inception as whole-life policies is not subject to review by 
the courts so long as he honestly believes his method to be correct, 
and acts in good faith. His action is not subject to be revised by 
mandamus to determine whether he has misinterpreted the law. 


Provident Savings Life Assvr. Soc. vs. Cutting, Ins. Commissioner, 478. 


PREMIUM. 


1. InpustrRraL PoLticy—WaAtveER By INSPECTOR. 


An industrial policy provided that in case of default of premium for 
«& four weeks it should be void, and could only be revived by medical 
examination. An inspector, sent out to collect delinquent premi- 
ums, received those which were thus overdue for four weeks and 
assured the policyholder that it was all right. 
Held, That the inspector having been specially sent out to collect de- 
linquent premiums, waived the forfeiture. It was the duty of the 
company to know that the policy had been forfeited when the pre- 


miums were receivec. Baltimore Life Ins. Co. vs. Howard, 954. 


2. Mistake AS TO NONPAYMENT—ASSIGNMENT. 


The beneficiary who was a creditor to the full amount of the policy as- 
signed it to the plaintiff after death of insured for a nominal consid- 
eration, the plaintiff having learned while in the employ of the 
company the facts regarding the policy which he had procured as 
agent. Prior to the death of insured the beneficiary wrote inquir- 
ing if the premium then past due had been paid by the insured, 
otherwise offering to pay it, and was informed by the company 
that it had. In the following year a similar inquiry was made as 
to the next premium, and he was informed the the former premium 


had not been paid as stated, and the policy had lapsed. 

Held, That the company was estopped from claiming a forfeiture on the 
ground that it made a mistake in stating that the premium was not 
paid, after leading the beneficiary to believe the contrary, and this 
rule applies to the assignee though the assignment was for a nomi- 

@ nal consideration. 
Held, That the case is not affected by the knowledge of the assignee as 


to the facts. Meeder rs. Provident Sav. Life Assur. Soc. of N. Y., 1040. 


3. Notice in CasE or Premium NOTE. 


The statute of New York provides that no life policy shall be forfeited 
within one year for nonpayment of premium, interest or instalment 
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of the same unless notice has been sent to the insured or assignee of 
the same if notice of assignment has been given to the company. 

Held, The policy of a foreign company that provided for the giving of a 
note in part premium, and stipulated tnat it should be void if the 
note was not paid at maturity was within the statute, and failure to 
pay such note at, maturity did not render the policy void in the ab- 
sence of the statutory notice to the assignee where notice of assign- 
ment had been given to the company. 


The fact that the company was at liberty to wen the note as assets and 
sell it to a third party did not affect the case. Strauss vs. Union Cent. 
Life Ins. Co., 531. 


4. Notice or—Resrction or Risk. 


The articles of association which were made part of the contract pro- 
vided that thirty days’ notice prior to the date that the insurance 
becomes delinquent should be given to the insured, and a member 
failing to pay any part of the premium when it became due should 
forfeit his insurance; also, that any neglect to pay the premium 
when due, or within thirty days of notice, should work a forfeiture. 
The premium came due April 26th, and the thirty days’ notice had 
been given, but shortly before that date an arrangement was made 
with the association to pay in monthly instalments, and the first 
instalment was paid. The second instalment, which fell due May 
26th, was not paid on that date, and the policy was declared for- 
feited. No notice had been sent regarding such instalment. 


Held, That the contract required notice of such instalment, and could 
only be forfeited in case of nonpayment within thirty days after 
such notice had been given. 

Held, That there is a clear distinction between life insurance companies 
and life insurance associations. A statement that no company had 
ever declined insurance on the life of the applicant was not false 
because such insurance had been declined by a benevolent order. 


Held, That evidence of the medical examiner in such case that he would 
have disapproved the application had he known the facts was not 
admissible, nor was evidence of fraud admissible. 


Feld, That evidence as to an intention on the part of the insured to de- 
fault in the May payment was immaterial, and was not new evidence 


which would be a ground for a new trial. Newton vs. Southwestern Mut. 
Life Ass’n, 708. 


5. PayMENT AS WAIVER OF HEALTH—RESCISSION. 


A life insurance policy contained the following provision: ‘“ This 
policy shall not take effect unless the first premium is actually paid 
while the insured is in good health.” The policy was issued on 
September 4, 1900, upon an application dated August 23d. The 
policy was delivered to a third party on September 15th, for delivery 
to the insured, at the request of the insured, said third party having 
paid the premium at the request of the insured. On September 28th 
the insured died from a sickness claimed to have existed before 
September 15th. The premium paid on September 15th to the agent 
was received at the main office on October 12th. The company had 
no notice until about October 15th, and after insured’s death, of any 
change in insured’s health since he made his application for insur- 
ance. Held, That the company is entitled to interpose such defense 
without a tender or payment back of the premium. 

Held, Further, that receipt and retention of premiums with knowledge of 
forfeiture of policy or of defenses against an action on the same is 
ordinarily a waiver of such forfeiture or defense. 
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Held, Also, that the rule in equity actions to cancel or annul contracts, 
that the party moving must return everything of value received pur- 
suant to the contract, is not applicable to the facts of this case. 

On the trial an answer was allowed to the following question, duly ob- 
jected to: ‘‘ Did the defendant corporation, * * * or any one 
for them, pay back to you the $53.24?” Held prejudicial error for 
which a new trial will be granted. Thompson rs. Travelers Ins. Co., 792. 


6. SrcKNESs As WAIVER OF—WAIVER BY AGENT—EFFECT OF DIVIDEND. 

Where insured became violently ill prior to the maturity of a premium, 
and was incapable of transacting business from that time until his 
death, less than thirty days thereafter, evidence of his condition 
during that time was admissible to show that by failing to pay the 
premium when due he did not intend to suffer the policy to lapse, 
especially in view of the fact that it was the custom of the company 
to grant indulgence from thirty to sixty days where a member was 
unable to pay his premium promptly. 

Where the agent who solicited the insurance and delivered the policy 
represented to insured that a prompt payment of premiums was not 
necessary to keep the policy alive, and that an indulgence of from 
thirty to sixty days would be granted, the company was bound there- 
by; and, insured having died fifteen days after the maturity of a 
premium, which was tendered after his death, the court properly in- 
structed the jury in an action on the policy that if insured believed, 
and had reasonable ground to believe, from the representations made 
by the agent, that the premium would be accepted within a reason- 
able time after it was due, and if they believed that insured would 
have paid the premium within a reasonable time had he lived, they 
should find for plaintiff. 


The company, in declaring a dividend out of the surplus earnings of poli- 
cies then in force, had no right to limit it to such policies as might 
be continued in force by the payment of the next premium due 
thereon, though the policy provided that “‘the amount” of surplus 
as determined by the board of directors should be conclusive. 


The company having elected to credit the dividend on the premium, as 
shown by a letter written to insured after the premium was due, the 
policy continued in force for the length of time for which the divi- 


dend paid the premium. dina Life Ins. Co of Hartford vs. Hartley, 


438 
7. WatvER oF. 


A provision in a life insurance policy as follows: ‘This policy shall not 
take effect until the first premium thereon shall have been paid to 
the company, or to some person authorized by the company to 
receive it, in accordance with the premium receipt accompanying 
the same, and whiie the insured is in good health, as evidenced by 
the health certificates properly executed and furnished to the com- 
pany,’’—is a condition precedent, and, before recovery can be had, 
insured must show compliance therewith, or a waiver by the in- 
surer. 

A party relying for recovery on a waiver of a condition precedent in a 
life insurance policy must plead and prove such waiver, or it will be 
unavailing; and proof thereof cannot be received under a general 
denial. 

Where the proof of plaintiff, admissible under the pleadings, is insuffi- 
cient to entitle him to recover, an instruction directing the jury to 
find for the defendant will be upheld. Anders vs. Life Ins. Clearing Co., 
224 


8. WAIVER oF. 


The policy provided that in case of lapse through nonpayment of pre- 
mium it might be reinstated within a spécified time by payment and 
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furnishing a health certificate. Five of fourteen payments were 
made after maturity, and in only one case was a certificate required. 
The company was accustomed to draw on the insured for the pre- 
mium, notifying her several days in advance of the premium being 
due that it had so drawn on him. The drafts were forwarded to a 
bank where the insured resided, where was a collecting agent for the 
company, and she was accustomed to deposit the money to meet 
them upon receiving the notice. The husband of insured had an un- 
derstanding with the bank where he had an account that the premi- 
ums should be paid out of his deposit. No notice of the last pre- 
mium was received, and it was not paid until about three weeks 
overdue, when the bank gave a receipt for the money “to be re- 
mitted’ to the company for payment of the premium, “ the same 
having become past due and returned to the company.” Meanwhile 
the company had written to the insured urging its remittance with 
the inclosed health certificate signed. The insured had been taken 
sick shortly before payment to the bank, and died on the day follow- 
ing the receipt of the letter. The company retained the premium. 
The company was accustomed to give such receipts in such cases, -but 
not to mark the policies as lapsed, and this one was not so marked. 
The company, upon notice of the death, wrote, instructing the claim- 
ant how proofs should be made, and about a month later returned 
the premium, claiming forfeiture.. 
Held, That the facts were sufficient to sustain a waiver of forfeiture. 


Andrus et al. vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. Ass’n, 653. 


9, WatveR oF. 


The policy provided that premiums might be paid to an authorized 
agent, but only in exchange for the company’s receipt. The in- 
sured had been notified by the company that his renewal could be 
paid at a bank where the receipt had been placed. But on the last 
day of payment the insured learned that the company had with- 
drawn the receipt. Afterward the company refused to accept the 
premium without a health certificate, which could not be given. 

Held, That where the jury were instructed that they could only find for 
the claimant if the insured was prevented from making payment 
solely by the withdrawal of the receipt, and did so find, and there 
was evidence to sustain it, the company is estopped from setting up 


nonpayment of premium. Provident Sav. Life Assur. Soc. vs. Duncan 
et al., 753 


10. Watver oF ForrerrurE—NoticE— Ex1ENDED INSURANCE. 


The policy had lapsed, according to its terms, for nonpayment of pre- 
mium; but the company had been accustomed to accept overdue 
premiums within thirty days when accompanied by a health certifi- 
cate. The company had sent notices of the overdue premium, with 
a request for its payment within the thirty days, and inclosing a 
blank health certificate which insured was instructed must be filled 
and returned. The premium was sent by money order and receipted 
for by the company, which notified the insured that it could not be 
accepted as payment unless the health certificate was received. The 
insured died within thirty days, no certificate having been furnished. 

Held, That the policy had lapsed and there was no waiver of forfeiture. 

Held, That a written notice, properly addressed and mailed from New 
York to the insured in California, thirty days before the premium 
became due, was a compliance with the New York statute requiring 
such notice at least fifteen and not more than forty-five days before 
the premium became due. 

The statute of New York, that on demand and surrender of the policy by 
insured within six months of its lapse, the reserve should be ap- 
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plied as may have been agreed on in the application and policy 
either to continue the insurance as temporary insurance or in the 
purchase of a paid-up policy. 

Held, 'That the statute does not make any sum that may chance to be to 
the credit of the insured apply automatically to continue the insur- 
ance after a lapse in the absence of any application or agreement by 
the insured, and where a policy was issued on the basis of charging 
each year the premium due to the current age, and provided that 
any balance not used in the payment of death losses shall be ap- 
plied to the guaranty fund, an extended insurance in case of lapse 
and death of the insured will not be granted on the mere assumption 
that the company’s course of dealing showed a guaranty fund ade- 
quate to extend it. 


It is not the province of a jury to attempt to determine, through com- 
plicated mathematical processes, whether such a fund existed, and 
whether the statute required its application. Nielsen vs. Provident Sav. 
Life Assur. Soc., 3. 


See AGENT 8; ASSESSMENT ; CANCELLATION 2; Description 1; REINSTATEMENT 1, 





2; RENEWAL. 
PREMIUM LOAN. 


CasH SURRENDER VALUE IN Case OF—EFFECT oF STATUTE—ASSIGNMENT. 


The insured, under a stipulation in a life policy, borrowed each year 30 
per cent of the premium on loans, with interest at 6 per cent. Af- 
terward, on a premium coming due, the entire amount of the pre- 

€ mium was loaned, and shortly after the company made.a cash loan, 
deducting certain interest and the next premium to come due, the 
policy being assigned as collateral. An agreement was then en- 
tered into, releasing the company from the nonforfeiture clause of 
the policy and substituting a provision that when it should cease. 
through nonpayment of premium the entire reserve by the Ameri- 
can Experience at 4 per cent should be applied as a single 
premium to purchase term insurance for the full amount, or upon 
application and surrender of the policy within three months, for the 
purchase of a paid-up policy; or upon such surrender the entire 
reserve would be paid in cash, less a surrender charge. In case of 
a loan on the policy such indebtedness should first be deducted and 
the balance paid in cash, or a value would be allowed in the form 
of extended or paid-up insurance, the amount to be so applied to be 
reduced in proportion to the ratio of the indebtedness to the full 
cash surrender value. In case‘of death within one year after non- 
payment of premium, and during the term of extended insurance, 
there should be deducted any premium which would have been due 
if it had continued in force, and the amount of indebtedness. It was 
further provided that the company would loan to the limit of its 
cash surrender value upon an assignment of the policy as collateral, 
No further premiums were paid. 


The policy, issued by a New Jersey company to a citizen of Missouri, was 
a Missouri contract, and the statutes of that State provided that in 
case of lapse the value should be computed on the American Table 

a at 414 per cent, and after deducting from three-fourths of such value 
any notes or other indebtedness for past premiums the balance 
should be a single premium for temporary insurance. Within sixty 
days a paid-up policy might be demanded for an amount that such 
balance would buy. In case of death during extended insurance the 
whole amount of the policy should be paid, anything contained in it 
to the contrary notwithstanding. But these provisions were not to 
apply if equal unconditional surrender value conditions as to tempo- 








) 
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rary or paid-up insurance were in the policy, or if the policy were 
surrendered for a consideration satisfactory to the holder. 

Held, That the policy stipulations deducting all indebtedness and limiting 
the time of applying for a surrender value were less favorable than 
the statute, and not an unconditional surrender value. 

Held, That the policy could not be affected by a subsequent statute of 
New Jersey so as to bring it within a provision of the Missouri laws 
regarding policies issued under such statute. 

Held, That the cash loan was not an indebtedness for past premiums 
which might be deducted under the statute in computing the ex- 
tended insurance. Such loan was like a loan made on any other 
collateral for which the insured and his estate were independently 
liable. 

Held, That the assignment of the policy as collateral carried with it only 
the right to the proceeds, and not the right to deduct the loan in com- 
puting the surrender value. 

Held, 'That the policy was governed by the Missouri statute and the cash 
loan could not be deducted from the surrender value in computing 
the term of extended insurance. Where death occurred during such 
term the company was entitled to deduct the loan from the pro- 
ceeds of the policy. In the event of survival it must look to the in- 


sured for repayment of the loan. Mary I. Smith vs. Mutual Benefit Life 
Ins. Co., 977. 


PREMIUM NOTE. 


1. Errecr cr NONPAYMENT—REVIVAL OF PoLicy. 


Where credit is extended and a note taken for the premium to be paid 
for the policy of insurance, and both the note and the insurance 
policy provide that, in case the note is not paid at maturity, the 
policy shall be suspended, inoperative, and of no force or effect so 
long as the note or any part thereof remains due and unpaid, the in- 
surance company cannot be held liable for a loss occurring after the 
maturity of the note and while the same is unpaid. 


The policy contained a further provision to the effect that, “in case of 
any loss of said property, either partial or total, while said note re- 
mains overdue and unpaid, this company shall not be liable for said 
loss, nor shall the payment of said note, or the receiving or reten- 
tion of the proceeds of any part thereof by this company, render it 
liable for any loss occurring while said note or any part thereof re- 
mains due and unpaid, nor shall such payment or retention be con- 
strued to be a waiver of any condition in this policy or application. 
The payment of the premium, however, revives this policy, and rein- 
states the same for the remainder of the term.” Held, That the col- 
lection of the premium after a loss by the insured, which occurred 
after the maturity of the note, and while the same was unpaid, 
while it would reinstate the policy for the balance of the term, would 
not constitute a waiver on the part of the company such as to make 


It liable for the loss. Houston et al. vs. Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co., 
421, 
2. Notice IN CASE oF. 


The policy issued by a New York company to a citizen of another State 
provided that it should be governed by the laws of New York, which, 
among other things, require fifteen days’ previous notice of any pre- 
mium or instalment of premium coming due, in order to forfeit for 
nonpayment. 

Held, That where the policy involves the construction of a New York 
statute it will be construed as a domestic statute, looking to the de- 
cisions of that State for light upon its construction. 


oo 
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Held, That where such policy was paid for partly in cash and partly by a 
note which provided that in case of its nonpayment at maturity all 
further claim to insurance would be forfeited, such nonpayment 
would not work a forfeiture where the required statutory notice had 


not been given fifteen days before it came due. New York Life Ins. Co. 
vs. English, 618. 
3. RECOVERY ON. 


The policy stipulated that it should become void by nonpayment of any 
amount due on notes given for the same, and all previous payments 
should be forfeited. On the maturity of a note given for $87, only 
$67 was paid, and the insured was notified by the company that the 
policy lapsed for nonpayment of the note, but might be reinstated on 
certain conditions, with which the insured failed to comply. 

Held, That the company was entitled to recover the balance due on the 
note, although the amount paid was sufficient to compensate it for 


carrying the risk. Economic Life Ass’n vs. Spinney, 678. 


4. WAIVER BY AGENT. 


The policy provided that it should not take effect until the first premium 
was paid in cash. The insured, a man unable to read, was induced 
by the agent to give a note for the premium, representing that it 
would be all right. The agent, by express provision of the policy, 
had no power to waive its requirements. 

Held, That the insured having failed to discover the fraud within a rea- 
sonable time, and rescind the contract, his representatives cannot 


recover on the policy after his death. Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n 
vs. Stephens et al., 733. 
See Premium 3. 


PREMIUMS. See Accrpent 5. 
PROHIBITED RISK. 


GASOLINE. 


A warranty that gasoline shall not be kept, used, or allowed on the 
premises, refers to its habitual use, not temporary use in an 
emergency. The bringing on the premises of a single gallon of 
gasoline for a special purpose, which a few hours later caused the 
fire, was not a violation of the warranty where no reference was 
made in the policy to a temporary use, especially where a gasoline 
stove was permitted which was to be filled from gasoline kept out- 


side the premises. Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Wade, 818. 
PROOF OF DEATH. 


Wuat Is Proper EvIDENCE OF. 


The death of the insured need not be proved beyond a reasonable doubt 
in a suit on a life policy, and where the jury are instructed that 
mere disappearance is not, of itself, sufficient, but that all the cir- 
cumstances should be considered, an instruction that continued ab- 
sence without being heard from by relatives or friends is not error. 


T An instruction that if the jury believed that after disappearance of in- 
sured he was seen by two witnesses at two distinct places and times 
they must find for the defendant, is not erroneous as leading the 
jury to believe that they must be satisfied that he was so seen. 

There was evidence tending to show that insured probably fell into a 
river, near which he was camped, and concerning which there was 
conflicting testimony as to its dangerous character and quicksands. 
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Held, That an instruction that unless the jury believed that insured, 
when last seen, was in such a perilous position that it was more 
probable that he there and then lost his life than that he extricated 
himself they must find for defendant, was properly refused where 
there was no evidence that he was seen to be in peril. 

The fact that insured was behind in payments on his land and forfeit- 
ures were entered, and that he was temporarily in the employ of a 
photographer. does not impugn his statement in the application that 
he was by occupation a farmer and real estate agent. 


Testimony amounting to nothing more than the assertion of a belief of 
the death of the insured by the family, was not competent to estab- 
lish death, but was admissible to show good faith on the part of the 
family, and its erroneous admission was not ground for reversal. 

A State law making life and health companies liable for damages and 
attorneys’ fees in case of default in the payment of their policies 
which is made a condition of their doing business there is not in 
violation of the Constitution of the United States. The case is not 
affected because such liability is limited to certain classes of insur- 


ance companies. Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n of Phila. vs. Jennie M. Mettler, 
593. 
See ForFerrure. 


PROOFS OF LOSS. 


1. Fravp. 


False swearing must be willful to avoid a policy. Where the cost of ar- 
ticles is required to be inserted in the proofs of loss, the insertion of 
the original cost of a second-hand article is not evidence of willful 
fraud on the part of an illiterate insured. 


Where such insured gave inconsistent evidence through alleged failure 
to understand and through mistake, the question of fraud was for 
the jury. ; 

Where wagons had been included in an inventory, before the fire, of ar- 
ticles in a building not burned, it did not prevent their inclusion 
among the articles in a building not actually burned, where it was 
proved that they were in such building. Beyer vs. St. Paul F. § M. 
Ins. Co., 209. 

2. ReEFusaL oF EXAMINaTION, 


A requirement in a policy of fire insurance that the insured shall sub- 
mit to an examination under oath touching the matters relating to 
the risk assumed by the company and the destruction of the prop- 
erty insured is binding and valid, and a refusal to comply with this 
condition will preclude the insured from recovering upon the policy, 
where it provides that no suit can be maintained until after a com- 
pliance with such condition. 


Where the insured voluntarily absents himself in such a manner that 
he cannot be found for the purpose of examination under oath, his 
absence will be taken as equivalent to a refusal, where the com- 
pany has in due time elected to require such examination, and made 
all reasonable efforts to notify the insured of the requirement. In 
such a case neither the insured nor any one claiming under or 
through him can maintain an action on the policy until after the 


insured has complied with such requirement. JFiremen’s Fund Ins. Co. 
rs. ‘Sims, 1049 
3. SUFFICIENCY OF. 


The insured was too ill during the sixty days within which he was re- 
quired to furnish proofs of loss, to do so; the company was imme- 
diately notified of the loss, which was examined by three adjusters, 
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one of whom reported the facts to the insured’s clerk, who swore to 
the proofs. The insured afterward ratified the action of the clerk 
and the adjuster as his agents. 


Held, That the policy requirement was sufficiently complied with under 
the circumstances. Burns vs. Michigan Mfrs’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 663. 


4. WatverR By ADJUSTER. 


A denial of liability after the loss by the adjuster is a waiver of proofs 
of loss, although the policy is governed by a statute which provides 
that its conditions can only be waived by a written indorsement. 
Such statute refers to conditions relative to the validity of the 


policy. Matthews vs. Capital Fire Ins. Co. et al., 1064. 
5. Watver By AGENT. 


Evidence that an alleged agent of the company received the application 
and delivered the policy and notified the company of the loss, and 
upon a failure of the adjuster to appear was afterward instructed to 
look into the loss, was evidence that he had authority to waive the 
timely presentation of’ proofs of loss. 


An instruction which assumed in such case that he was an agent so 
authorized was not error. 


A policy provision that no representative of the company can waive any 
of its provisions does not apply to the timely furnishing of proofs 


of loss. Citizens’ Ins. Co. vs. Stoddard et al., 900. 
See ARBITRATION 3 ; CANCELLATION 7 ; JRoN SAFE. 


RAILROAD. See Susrocation. 
REBATE. See Discrimination 1. 


REBUILDING. See REpLacEMENT. 


RECEIPT. 


TENDER. 


The company tendered the amount of its indebtedness to the insured, 
coupled with a demand for a receipt in full. The Iowa code pro- 
vides that the party making tender may demand a receipt. 


Held, That the receipt need only be for the money paid, and the demand 
for a receipt in full made the tender bad. West vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. 
Co., 668. 


REINCORPORATION. See BENEVOLENT Society 5. 
REINSTATEMENT. 


1. AvrHority or AGeNt—Parp-up Poticy. 


The policy provided that a forfeiture could not be waived except by the 
president, vice-president or secretary in writing, whose authority 
should not be delegated. The State agent agreed with the father-in- 
law of insured that the policy should be reinstated if the unpaid pre- 
miums were paid and a health certificate furnished, which was done, 
but the money was returned by the company and the reinstatement 
refused, which was acquiesced in by insured and his father-in-law 
until his death, five years after, when action was brought. 
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Held, That the agent had no authority to waive the forfeiture. 

Where the policy provides that it shall be void upon violation of its pro- 
visions without notification or action by the company, no notifica- 
tion is necessary. 

The policy provided that in case of default a paid-up life policy would 
be granted upon its surrender, or, failing to surrender, the policy 
should become a paid-up term policy. 

Held, That by failing to surrender the insured elected a term policy, and 
no action could be maintained on a life policy. Crutchfield et al. vs. 
Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. 895. 


2. MusSREPRESENTATION AS TO HEALTH—WAIVER. 


An application for reinstatement of a life policy provided that it should 
be of no effect if the health was misrepresented. The representa- 
tions as to health were false. The application was made by a third 
party assuming to act for the insured in his absence, and the re- 
quired premium was sent. 

Held, That whether the misrepresentation was fraudulent or not was 
immaterial. 

Held, That if the third party had authority the insured was bound by 
his act, if not, a suit by the executor on the policy was a ratification 
and there could be no recovery. 

Held, That a statement by the third party, at the time, to the company 
that the insured was absent for three months, was not evidence that 
the company did not rely on the statements in the application. 

A receipt in full for the premiums sent by the company at the request of 
the third party, did not estop it from claiming misrepresentation. 

A letter from the company to the executor admitted a possible liability 
for a smaller sum, which it offered to pay, calling attention, how- 
ever, to the fact that it would insist on the forfeiture, and to a de- 
ficiency in the stamps placed on an assignment of the policy to the 
executor, which he corrected. 

Held, That this was not a waiver of the forfeiture. 


Held, That the retention of the premium by the company after the for- 
feiture under circumstances showing a willingness to account for it 
was not a waiver of forfeiture. 

Where the company in its answer to the suit offered to return the pre- 
mium, and alleged that it had paid the premiums into court which 
it had not done, there was a sufficient restitution to sustain the de- 
fense of forfeiture, but the plaintiff was entitled to judgment for the 
premium. Jraser vs. Aitna Life Ins. Co., 628. 


See Premium 8 ; Premium Norte 1, 


REINSURANCE, 


1. By ForeriGn Companiss. 

The statute of Massachusetts forbidding foreign companies to insure an 
amount in excess of one-tenth of their assets in a single risk does 
not apply to risks written in other States on property located there, 

of which Massachusetts has no jurisdiction. 


Attorney-General vs. 
Netherlands Fire Ins. Co., 587. 


2. Risks CoveRrep By. 


A reinsurance contract drawn by the reinsured company and accepted by 
the reinsurer, reinsured the former against losses by fire while wait- 
ing shipment “in or on the warehouses and/or sheds of” the origi- 
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nal insured ‘and insured under policies issued’”’ by it; also that it 
was the full intent of the contract to fully indemnify the original 
insured for every loss within the limits named “to the full extent of 
its interest as herein described.” 

Held, That the language of the contract was that of the reinsured, and in 
case of ambiguity, as here, must be construed most strongly against 
it. 

Held, That a contract of reinsurance need not necessarily include the en- 
tire risk of the reinsured. 

Held, That rosin stored in the yard surrounding the warehouse and ad- 
jacent thereto was not in or on the warehouse or sheds, and was not 
included in the risk assumed. London Assur. Corp. vs. Jos. W. Thomp- 
son, 351. 


REMOVAL. 


PERMIT By FORMER AGENT. 


The policy provided that no waiver of its conditions should be valid un- 
less written upon or attached to the policy. The agent was re- 
quested by telephone to transfer a policy on contents to another 
building, which he agreed to do, and that the insured could have the 
permit at any time on bringing over the policy. Some days later, 
after the fire, and after the agency had been terminated, the agent 
attached the permit to the policy. 

Held, That if the permit was made and held for insured, before the fire, it 


was valid. Bennett vs. Western Underwriters’ Asa’n, 382. 
See Risk 4. 


RENEWAL. 


EFFECT OF CANCELLATION. 


The company insisted that the policy was, by virtue of certain stipula- 
tions in it, self-renewing, and was renewed, and demanded the re- 
newal premium, which the insured denied, but took no steps to can- 
cel. On a demand by parties representing the company the insured 
afterwards paid rhe premium. But the company learning that there 
had been a loss earlier the same day, claimed that there had been a 
cancellation, and remitted the excess received above the amount 
which it was entitled to receive on cancellation. 

Held, That the retention of part of the premium was waiver of right to 
deny the renewal. 


Heid, That the policy was not canceled by the insured’s denial that it was 
renewed. Tucher vs. Dairy Mat. lis. Co., 458. 





See APPLICATION. 
REPAIRS. See RepiaceMeEnt. 
REPLACEMENT. 


WHEN UNLAWFUL. 


A condition in a policy insuring a building against loss or damage by 
fire, which purports to give the insurer the option to rebuild in case 
of total loss, is repugnant to section 3643 of the Revised Statutes, and 
void. 

Refusal of the insured to furnish plans and specifications for rebuilding, 
and to permit the insurer to rebuild, constitutes no defense to an ac- 


VoL. XXXI.-—71 
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tion for the recovery of such loss. Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. vs. 


Russell, 360. 
See ARB:TRATION 9; BUILDING. 


REPRESENTATIONS. See AppiicaTion; WARRANTIES. 
RESCISSION. See AcEent 2; Premium 5. 
RESERVE. See Pretimiary-TeRM Contract. 
RISK. 

1. ADDITION. 


The policy was on mill building and all additions adjoining and com- 
municating occupied as a pail shop. 

Held, That a dry house twelve feet distant and an engine house four feet 
from the latter, communicating by movable bridge with the main 


building, were covered. Marsh vs. New Hampshire Fire Ins. Co., 36. 
2. ItieGat Busrness— PRAcTICcE. 


Where a motion for a new trial, based upon several grounds, is allowed, 
and it does not appear upon what ground the new trial was awarded, 
and a single erroneous ruling is found among those assigned in the 
motion, the Supreme Court, in order to sustain the ruling, will pre- 
sume that the motion was allowed upon that ground. 

Errors occurring during the trial, not brought to the attention of the 
trial court by a motion for a new trial, are deemed to be waived, and 
cannot be used in the Supreme Court as a ground for reversal. 


A contract of insurance covering a stock of drugs, including some in- 
toxicating liquors, indemnifying the insured against loss by fire, and 
which did not relate to the conduct of the business or the conse- 
quences of the use of the property, and was not entered into with a 
purpose to encourage acts in violation of law, is not rendered invalid 
by the fact that some illegal sales of intoxicating liquors were sub- 


sequently made. Insurance Co. of North America vs. Evans, 723. 


3. INCREASE OF—WAIVER BY AGENT. 


Where the policy provided that an increase of hazard should render it 
void, and that its provisions could only be waived by written in- 
dorsement, and there was evidence that the fire originated from a 
steam cornsheller set near the insured crib, the question whether 
such fact was an increase of hazard was for the jury. 


Held, That notice to the agent that such shelling was to be done, and his 
consent thereto, though not indorsed, was a waiver. Orient Ins. Co. 
vs. McKnight, 874. 


4. Removat or CHATTELS—LOCATION. 


The stipulation in a policy of fire insurance that “this policy shall be- 
come void, unless consent in writing is indorsed by the company 
hereon, if any change takes place in the location of the property,” 
may become the subject of construction because of the variety of 
senses in which the word “void” is used. 

The terms of such stipulation should be construed with reference to its 
purpose, and, thus construed, it does not exempt the insurer from 
liability because of a change in the location of insured chattels with- 
out its consent, if the hazards of such location are not operative at 
the time of the loss. 

The insured may recover upon a policy containing that stipulation for 
the loss of chattels destroyed at a location to which they were re- 





; 
t 


‘ 








Prager Loe, a En QAR 


es 


Digest Index, 1902. 1123 


moved with the insurer’s consent, notwithstanding their previous 
removal to another location without such consent. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. 
Co. vs. Burget, Td. 
See AppiTion; Buitpinc; Cuiear Space; Derscription1; Licutnrne; Loss ; 
Pouicy 1 ; Premium 4; REINSURANCE 1, 2; REMOVAL. 


SALE. See Arsrrration 4, 6, 7. 
SALVAGE. See Arsirration 4, 6, 7. 
SATISFACTION, 


Part PAYMENT. 


Rule construed regarding demurrer. A claimant accepted on two poli- 
cies aggregatihg $2,000, the sum of $1,000 in full satisfaction and sur- 
rendered the policies. 


Held, That he cannot sue for the balance without tendering back the 
amount already paid, though he aileges that he was induced to ac- 
cept the payment through fraudulent representations of the agent. 


The doctrine that part payment of amount due under a matured contract 
does not operate as a satisfaction of the whole, does not apply to an 


unliquidated insurance policy: Riggs vs. Home Mut. Fire Protection Ass’n 
of South Carolina, 200. ; 


SECRETARY. See BENEVOLENT Society 1. 
SICKNESS. See HeattH; Premium 6. 
SPRINKLER. See Poricy 1; Tenant 1. 


STANDARD POLICY. 


CoOINSURANCE CLAUSE IN. 


The statute of Massachusetts prescribing a standard form of policy and 
providing for adding to or modifying the clauses contained in the 
standard form, is not violated by a rider containing the 80 per cent 
coinsurance clause. It is not objectionable as diminishing the full 
indemnity sought by the statute to be secured to mortgagees. Quinn 
et al. vs. Fire Ass’n of Philadelphia et al., 460. 


See CancELLATION 3; OTHER INSURANCE 2; Torat Loss 2. 


STATUTE. See Examination; ForercN Company; Premium3, 10; Premium 
Loan ; Premium Nore 2; RetnsurancE 1; STANDARD Poricy ; VaLvuEep Pot- 
Icy. 


SUBROGATION. 


NEGLIGENCE OF RarLRoAD—TITLE. 


A railroad company leased a part of its premises to a brewing company 
for the erection of a building without charge, but conditioned that 
it should be held harmless for all damage from fires. The fire 
originated through negligence of the railroad in another building, 
not on its premises, from which it spread to the building of the 
brewing company. 

Held, That the insurer of the brewing company was entitled to subroga- 
tion against the railroad, but that the latter was exempted from lia- 
bility through its lease. 
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Held, That the doctrine that a common carrier cannot claim exemption 
for negligence does not apply. The railroad was not obligated as a 
carrier to make the lease, and owed no duty except to refrain from 
willful damages. 

Held, That the brewing company was not responsible to the insurer for 
not notifying it of the condition of the lease, and that payment of 
insurance money was not under mistake of fact or through misrep- 
resentation of title. Greenwich Ins. Co. vs. Louisville § N. R. Co. et al., 
2OR, 

See MortGaGrEE 3; Use anp Occupancy 1 ; WRONGDOER. 


SUICIDE. 


1. APPLICATION—INDISPUTABLE PoLicy. 


The policy was issued in consideration of the application, a copy of 
which was attached as required by the Code of Iowa when made part 
of the contract. The application requested that the policy should be 
made payable to a beneficiary named, and warranted that the in- 
sured should not die by his own hand, sane or insane, within two 
years. The policy as issued was made payable to the insured, who 
accepted it, and assigned it to the beneficiary. 

Held, That a provision in the Iowa statute that no other contract should 
be made than as “plainly expressed” in the policy, included also the 
application. 

Held, That both the beneficiary and insured were estopped to claim that 
there was a variance between the policy as issued and the applica- 
tion, which nullified the application as part of the contract. 

Held, That the obligation of the company to pay was conditional upon 
the agreement of the insured not to commit suicide within two years. 

The policy stipulated that it should be indisputable after two years, ex- 
cept for nonpayment of premium. 

Held, That the effect of this was to make the validity of the policy de- 
pendent on suicide not occurring within two years. 

Held, That the stipulation against suicide while insane is valid as a risk 
excepted from the policy. Mutual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y. vs. Kelly, 497. 


2. EvipENcE—ACCIDENT. 


The policy exempted from liability in case of suicide and the company 
alleged suicide as a defense. 

Held, That notwithstanding the allegation the burden of proof was on 
plaintiff to show death by accident insured against. It is error to 
charge that the company must prove suicide unless the fact of death 
through some external accidental cause is first established. 

Where the evidence is evenly balanced the presumption is against sui- 
cide and justifies a finding of death from accident. 

The evidence need not be direct. The cause of death may be found from 
facts and circumstances. Laessig vs. Travelers’ Protective Ass’n of Amer- 
ica, 930. ; 

3. INSANITY. 

In an action upon a policy of life insurance, it appeared that the in- 
sured committed suicide. 

The policy stipulated, among other things, that the defendant company 
should not be liable, in the event of the self-destruction of the in- 
sured in any form, except upon proof that the same should be the 
direct result of disease or of accident occurring without the volun- 
tary act of the insured; nor in case the death of the insured resulted 
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from any disease produced by or resulting from the occasional or 
habitual use of alcoholic or narcotic stimulants. 

The defendant pleaded, by brief statement, that the death of the insured 
was the direct result of self-destruction by him, and not of disease 
or accident occurring without his voluntary act; and that, if the 
self-destruction of the plaintiff’s intestate was the direct result of 
disease occurring without his voluntary act, such disease was pro- 
cured by or resulted from the occasional or habitual use of alco- 
holic stimulants. 

Held, That the only questions for the jury are those arising under the 
foregoing stipulations and plea, all other facts necessary for the 
maintenance of the action being admitted; also, that the verdict for 
the plaintiff is not manifestly wrong, and should therefore be sus- 
tained. 

The defendant company also claimed that the fact of insanity was not 
proved by the testimony in behalf of the plaintiff, and contended 
that the fact, which appeared in testimony, that during the period 
above named the deceased attended to his business as usual, and 
hag an active interest in public affairs, established his sanity. 

Held, Whether the insured was insane, and whether his self-destruction 
was the direct result of such insanity, were questions for the jury. 
After a careful examination of the testimony, we cannot say that 
the jury erred in deciding these questions in favor of the plaintiff. 
The case does not show that he ever drank to excess, or ever be- 


came intoxicated. Arnold rs. Connecticut Mut. Life Ins. Co., 27. 


4, INSANTTY. 


The policy provided that if the insured died by his own act, whether 
sane or insane, the policy should be void, except that upon its sur- 
render the company would pay the legal reserve at the time of death. 
The evidence indicated death by an excessive dose of morphine, with 
suicidal intent, and there was evidence indicating eccentricity at 
times, due to intemperance. 

Held, That instructions which precluded a forfeiture if suicide was the 
result of an insane impulse was error. 

Held, That if the insured knew the probable result of his act, though un- 
able to comprehend its moral character or resist the insane impulse, 
the policy was void according to its terms. 

Held, That if the act were done when the mind was so far gone as to be 
ignorant of its character or effect, it was an accident that would not 


avoid the policy. Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Jennie E. Beard, 51. 


5. INSANITY. 
The policy provided that it should be void in case of ‘‘ death by suicide.” 


Held, That death from a self-inflicted shot from a pistol does not avoid 
the policy if unintentional or if the party was so far insane that he 
was unable to understand the nature and effect of his act or was im- 
pelled by an irresistible impulse. 

Held, That the evidence in this case was sufficient to sustain such a 


claim. Central Mut. Life Ins. Ass’n vs. Anderson, 331. 


6. INSANITY. 


Where the certificate provided against recovery in case of suicide, and 
that it should be void if the insured should die of any act which, had 
it been done by him while in possession of all his faculties unim- 
paired, would be deemed self-destruction, suicide while insane avoids 


the policy. Keefer vs. Modern Woodmen of America, 718. 


SURETY. See Assignment 2; Frmmetity. 
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SURPLUS. See Parp-vup Poticy. 
SURRENDER VALUE. 


1. Errect or LoAN—EXTENDED INSURANCE. 


Where a policy of life insurance provided that upon the nonpayment of 
a premium the insured should be entitled to receive as a cash sur- 
render value, after deducting any loan made to him, the net re- 
serve of the policy. less a certain surrender charge, and that this 
might be applied to the extension of the insurance, that provision 
must control the figures in another part of the policy purporting to 
give as the cash surrender value at a certain time an amount less 
than the net reserve after deducting the surrender charge, since 
words control figures, and the policy beside is to be construed most 
favorably to the insured. 


The rule that all doubts in regard to the meaning of a policy of insur- 
ance must be solved against the insurer should be strictly applied in 
the case of life insurance after the death of the insured. 


{t being doubtful whether figures given in a table in a policy were in- 
tended to represent the cash surrender value or merely the loan 
value at the expiration of certain periods, they must be regarded as 
representing the loan value, or the amount the company agrees to 
lend on the policy, as that construction harmonizes all parts of the 
contract, and is therefore to be preferred to one that makes them 
conflict, especially as it is the more favorable to the insured. 

A construction which makes the cash surrender value much less where 
the insured obtains a loan and makes default in payment than it is 
where there is no loan is to be avoided, since, it in effect makes 
the contract provide for a forfeiture for the failure to pay a, debt, 
and therefore makes it not only oppressive, but usurious. 

Though the amount of the loan is to be deducted from the net reserve in 
determining the amount to be applied to the extension of the insur- 
ance, yet upon the death of insured during the term of extended in- 
surance the unpaid amount of the loan is also to be deducted from 
the amount due on the policy, this being the express provision of 
the contract, and it not being reasonable for the insured to have 


both the cash surrender value and the continued insurance. Mutual 
Ben. Life Ins. Co. vs, First National Bank of Louisville, 785. 


2. In Case or ENDOWMENT TITLE. 

The statute of Massachusetts, requiring a cash surrender value applies 
only to domestic corporations. Where such surrender value is not 
provided in the policy, and it is claimed under the laws of New York, 
such laws must be pleaded in a Massachusetts court. 

The policy was a twenty-year endowment, payable to the mother, in case 
of death of insured within the twenty years, if she were living. 
Otherwise it was payable to his estate or to himself, if living to the 
end of the term. 

Held, That insured had a valuable interest which passed to his trustee in 
bankruptcy, but the beneficiary has a contingent right, of which she 
cannot be deprived by its surrender without her consent, therefore 
the trustee cannot claim a surrender value from the company in the 


absence of such consent. Haskell vs. Equitable Life Assur. Soc., 651. 
See Premium Loan ; TITLE 2, 


SURVIVORSHIP. 


Proor oF BENEFICIARY. 


There is no presumption of survivorship in case of death from a com- 
mon disaster. 
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Where a policy provides that it should be payable to the beneficiary in 
case she survived, otherwise to the representatives of the insured, 
the Missouri Statute of Descents does not apply in case of such 
death through a common disaster. 

The beneficiary of an ordinary life policy has a vested interest in the 
absence of any divesting clause. 


The beneficiary in case of a policy payable to her if surviving, otherwise 
to the representatives of the insured, has a vested interest liable to 
be divested through her nonsurvival, and such nonsurvival must be 
affirmatively proved in order to divest. 


Questions of practice decided. United States Casualty Co. vs. Kacer et al., 849. 


TAXATION. See IRnon Sars 3. 
TEMPORARY INSURANCE. See Contract 2. 


TENANT. 


1. INsuRaBLE INTEREST OF. 

A tenant, at will, agreed with the landlord to pay taxes and insurance on 
the building, and insured in his own name. 

Held, That a limited interest is insurable, and a tenant, at will, entitled 
to thirty days’ notice before dispossession had such an interest. 
Held, That if the insurance was effected by the company with knowl- 
edge of the facts it could not avoid liability, and the tenant acted as 

agent of the insured. 

Held, That where the evidence was conflicting as to knowledge by the 
company of the facts, the question was for the jury. 

Held, That a deed not delivered until after grantor’s death is invalid and 
is not a change of title within the policy. Schaeffer vs. Anchor Mut. Fire 
Ins. Co., 245. 

2. SPRINKLER DAMAGE—ASSIGNMENT. 


The policy insured goods against accidental damage from the accidental 
discharge of water from an automatic sprinkler, and were damaged 
through the negligence of the landlord. The insurer had full op- 
portunity to inspect the sprinkler system, and did inspect it before 
writing its policy. The claim of the tenant was assigned to the in- 
surer. 

Held, In an action by the insurer against the landlord, that negligence 
in assuming the risk was no defense on the part of the landlord, with 
whom no relations subsisted, that imposed any duty on the part of 
the insurer. 

Held, That the assignee was entitled to the same rights against the land- 


lord as was the tenant. United States Casualty Co. vs. Bagley et al., 344. 


TENDER. See ReEcerpPt. 
TITLE. 


1. AsSSIGNMENT—INSOLVENCY — CREDITORS. 


Where an insurance policy has a condition to the effect that a sale or 
transfer of the property shall render the policy void, and the as- 
sured makes a deed of assignment, whereby he sells, grants, conveys 
and transfers the property to the assignee for the benefit of credit- 
ors, such transfer will avoid the policy. 


The fact that the assignor retains possession of the property at suffrance 
will not have the effect to prevent the policy from becoming void. 
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Where all homestead and exemption rights are reserved in such deed, 
and there is a mortgage on the premises, as against which no ex- 
emption can be allowed, and the insured asks an allowance in lieu 
of a homestead out of the insurance money, such claim is not an in- 
terest in lands, but a claim for money. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co. vs. Wa- 
ters et al., 71. 


2. Is Case or ENDOWMENT—EFFECT OF SURRENDER. 


A policy payable to the mother of insured, and her legal representatives 
in case of death, vests in the beneficiary, and her rights cannot be 
divested by insured without her consent, and where she dies first it 
is payable to her legal representatives regardless of their insurable 
interest, and not to the estate of the insured. 

A provision that it should be payable to the insured at the end of twenty 
years, if alive, and upon its surrender that he should receive the sur- 
render value, did not affect the case where he died prior to the twenty 
years with the policy in force. 


The insured requested the company in a letter after the death of the 
mother to make it payable to his heirs. 

Held, That the company had no power to make such change, and was not 
estopped by the subsequent acceptance of premiums to claim that the 
policy was payable to the mother’s representatives. Preston vs. Con- 
necticut Mut. Life Ins. Co., 401. . 


3. INTEREST OF HUSBAND IN WIFE’S PROPERTY. 


Prior to a statute of 1900 in Massachusetts husbands had an estate by 
curtesy initiate in all real estate of their wives, which could be levied 
on by creditors. But that statute which gave the power of contract- 
ing to the wife reduced the curtesy of the husband to an inchoate 
right which was contingent on his survival, and did not vest until 
such survival. 

Held, That the curtesy initiate gave an insurable interest to the husband. 

Held, That where the husband was insured and the loss occurred prior to 
the statute taking effect, a representation that he was the owner of 
property belonging to the wife, if made in good faith, did not defeat 
a policy so issued to himself, but he is entitled only to recover the 
value of such interest as measured by the subsequent statute. 

Held, That such interest may properly be computed on the principle ap- 
plicable to dower rights. Doyle vs. American Fire Ins. Co., 546. 


4. LxeasEHoLD—KNOWLEDGE oF AGENT. 


The policy insured cotton, her own or held in trust or on commission or 
sold, but not delivered, contained in a one-story frame building 
situate on her farm, and provided that it should be void if the sub- 
ject were personal property incumbered by a chattel mortgage. 
There was a landlord’s lien on the cotton and a deed of trust held 
by a bank. The building was of logs, on leased ground. 


Held, That where the agent was told the character of the house, and that 
the place was leased, there was no fraud or misrepresentation that 


would defeat the policy. Southern Ins. Co. vs. Stewart, 391. 


5. Or VENDOR—WAIVER BY AGENT. 


The vendor contracted to sell the property, the deed to be delivered when 
the entire purchase money was paid. Some $900 was still due at the 
time of fire. The policy provided that it should be void in case of 
change in title or possession without consent indorsed. 


Held, That the vendor retained an insurable interest which would sup- 
port a policy for $500. 
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Held, That a general agent authorized to make contracts could waive 
the provision requiring indorsement. 


Held, That such waiver after the termination of his agency was binding 
if the insured had no notice of the termination and was justified in 
believing that he was still authorized to act as agent. Continental Ins. 
Co. vs. Brooks, 34%. 


6. Ricuts oF CREDITORS—INCUMBRANCE. 


The property was originally owned by E., who conveyed by a deed to 
C. CC. afterward insured in her own name and interest. Cred- 
itors of E. secured a decree subjecting the property, after exhaust- 
ing the grantor, to their interest. Shortly after C. again insured 
in her own name and interest. The property was sold after the fire 
under order of the court, and the proceeds applied to the claims of 
creditors, leaving a balance still due in excess of the insurance 
money. 

Held, That C, still had an insurable interest at the time of insuring, and 
the policy clause requiring sole and unconditional ownership was 
not violated. Her position was that of owner, subject to an in- 
cumbrance. 

Held, That the proceeds of the policy belonged to C. and not to the 


creditors. Steinmeyer et al. vs. Steinmeyer et al., 881. 


7. VENDEE. 


The interest of a vendee of realty under a land contract is sole and un- 
conditional ownership within the meaning of the policy. Matthews 
vs. Capital Fire Ins. Co. et al., 1064. 


8. Watver or—-Ricuts oF MORTGAGEE. 


The property belonged jointly to the husband and wife, but the policy 
was in the name of the husband and provided that it should be void 
if the interest was other than sole and unconditional ownership, or 
in case of misrepresentation or fraud. The policy was procured by 
a son of insured from the agent, no representations had been made 
as to ownership and the insured was ignorant of the provision. 

Held, That where no offer had been made to return the premiums re- 
ceived, and the insurer made no inquiry while the insured acted in 
good faith, the provision was waived. 

Where the policy is payable to mortgagee who filed a complaint in fore- 
closure to prevent a bar by the statute of limitations, but no sum- 
mons was issued and the suit was dismissed without knowledge of 
insured that complaint had been filed, a policy provision that it 
should be void in case of foreclosure proceedings with knowledge of 


insured is not violated. Sharp vs. Scottish U. § N. Ins. Co., 906. 


See AGent 10; ALIENATION ; BANKRUPTCY; BENEFICIARIES ; BENEFICIARY : BENEV« 
OLENT Society 6; InpusTRIAL Poticy; INsuRABLE INTEREST ; MorRTGAGEE 4 3 
SuprocaTion; SurRENDER VaLuE2; Tenant 1; Use anp Occupancy 1; 
Wirr’s Poticy. 


TORNADO. See Wrinp. 


TOTAL DISABILITY. See Accrpent 6. 
TOTAL LOSS. 


1. CONSTRUCTION OF. 


Under Ky. St. § 790, providing that fire insurance companies, in case of 
“total loss,” shall be liable “for the full estimated value of the prop- 
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erty insured, as the full value thereof is fixed in the face of the 
policy,” it was proper to instruct the jury that by “total loss” is 
meant such injury to the insured building ‘as to destroy its identity 
and specific character as a building, or such injury or damage to all 
the parts and materials of said building as to render the same un- 
safe, or without value, as the same remained after the fire, for the 
purpose of reconstructing the building substantially as it existed 


before it was burned.” Thuringia Ins. (o. vs. Mallot, 163. 


2, CONSTRUCTION OF. 


Under the standard fire insurance policy, total loss is to be ascertained 
as of the date of the occurrence, and is determined by the following 
tests: A building is not a total loss unless it has been so far de- 
stroyed by the fire that no substantial part or portion of it above 
the foundation remains in place capable of being safely utilized in 
restoring the building to the condition in which it was before the 
fire. The words “total loss,’ when applied to a building, mean to- 
tally destroyed as a building; that is, that the walls, although some 
portion of them remain standing, are unsafe to use for the purpose 
of rebuilding, and would have to be torn down, and a new building 
erected throughout. There can be no total loss of a building so long 
as the remnant of the structure left standing above the foundation 
is reasonably and safely adapted for use (without being taken down) 
as a basis upon which to restore the building to the condition in 
which it was immediately before the fire; and whether it is so 
adapted depends upon the question whether a reasonably prudent 
owner of a building uninsured, desiring such a structure as the one 
in question was before the fire, would, in proceeding to restore the 
building, utilize such standing remnant as such basis. If he would, 
then the loss is not total. Rules applied, and held error to refuse 
instructions in substance embodying these principles. 

A cold storage plant was insured under the following description: 
“Four-story and basement brick building, with composition roof, 
and a brick engine and boiler house attached, including steam heat- 
ing and hoisting apparatus, steam, brine, water, and gas pipe fix- 
tures, and all other permanent fixtures occupied for warehouse pur- 
poses.” The engine house consisted of a small one-story brick 
structure attached to the main building, and the whole considered 
and operated as an entirety. Held, Conceding the engine house was 
but slightly damaged by the fire, under the tests above given the 
question of total Joss must be applied to the structure as a whole. 

The wall at one end of the building had been bolted to a similar one of 
an adjoining brick building, thereby making a double wall. Held, 
That, as bearing upon the question of total loss it was proper to 
show that the double wall remaining was not suitable to be utilized, 
in place, in restoring both buildings. In such case the insured 
could not claim the entire benefit of the remaining double wall. 

The evidence did not show conclusively that the loss was total. North- 
western Mut. Life Ins. Co. rs. Rochester-German Ins. Co. of Rochester, N. Y., 
168. 

3. 'TEsT oF, 

In an action to determine the question of total loss in case of damage to 
a building by fire, the rule adopted in Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. 
Co. vs. Rochester German Ins. Co. (88 N. W., 265), is accepted and 
applied. 

In applying such test it was proper to receive evidence of the value of 
the remaining parts of the building, the cost of repairing the same, 
and the total cost of reconstruction. 

It was not error to direct the jury to view the premises under considera- 
tion, as no substantial change appeared to have taken place at the 
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time of the trial; but it was error to instruct the jury that in de- 
termining the question of total loss they might consider the knowl- 
edge gained thereby. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Sun Ins. Office, 
183. 

See REPLACEMENT. 


UNAUTHORIZED INSURANCE. See Foreren Company. 
UNEARNED PREMIUM. See Cancettation 3, 4, 5. 
UNSOUND BUILDING. See Burtpine. 
USAGE. See CaNnceLuaTion 6. 


USE AND OCCUPANCY. 


1. ConstTRUED IN Cask OF ELEVATOR —SUBROGATION. 


An elevator company was insured under a New York standard policy, in 
which the subject of insurance was described in a rider as “on the 
use and occupancy of their property and elevator building,” and 
which further provided, in case of damage by fire so as to prevent 
the elevating and handling of grain, the policy should be liable at a 
specified rate for each working day of the prevention, and if only 
prevented from handling -the full daily average, the daily liability 
should be such proportion of the specified sum as the elevating pre- 
vented bore to the daily average a year previous. Provisions voided 
the policy if the interest was not truly stated, or was other than sole 
and unconditional ownership. This, with other elevator companies, 
had formed a mutual association which, by agreement, fixed and re- 
ceived the elevator charges, and apportioned the receipts among the 
companies as determined by its executive committee, regardless of 
interference by fire. But the individual companies otherwise con- 
ducted their own business independently. " 


Held, That the policy, which was valued, was an insurance of the mere 
use and occupancy of the property, and not of its earnings or re- 
ceipts. 

Held, That the agreement with the association transferred an interest 
only in such receipts, and not in the actual use; therefore, it was 
not a change of ownership within the policy. 

Held, That the right of the elevator company to share as if no fire had 
occurred was not a double compensation, and did not entitle the in- 


surer to be subrogated against the association. Kdward Michael, Ex- 
ecutor, etc., vs. Prussian National Assur. Co., 468. 


2. Measure or DAMAGEs, 


The insurance was against damage by fire to the use and occupancy of a 
hotel, and provided for a per diem value-of the damage in case the 
building or any part was so damaged that the hotel or restaurant 
connected with it was entirely prevented from providing for guests, 
or in case of partial damage a certain per diem value for each room 
rendered untenantable, and for loss of income. 


Held, That where the damage was such that all but a few of the rooms 
were untenantable, and the elevators and restaurant were destroyed 
and the interior generally was badly damaged by fire and water, and 
the restaurant wrecked, and after the building had been repaired 
patrons were invited to inspect its substantial reconstruction, the in- 
surer was liable on the basis of a total loss, and not of a partial 


damage. John Chatfield vs. Atna Ins. Co., 394. 


~ 
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VACANT. 


1. AvuTHORITY OF AGENT. 


The insured is entitled to rely on a statement of the local agent that a 
vacancy permit had been attached to the policy as it required, when 
such statement is made after the policy was taken by such agent to 


the State agent, who had authority to attach the permit. Morgan vs. 
Illinois Ins. Co., 639. 


2. AvuTHORITY OF AGENT INsURING HIMSELF. 


The plaintiff, who was agent of the defendant, issued a policy to him- 
self on furniture which required indorsement of permit for va- 
cancy, and indorsed such permit. ‘The house was, at the time, 
vacant. The company, upon learning of the vacancy, canceled a 
part of the policy covering goods not in the building, and returned 
the unearned premium for the same, but retained the balance for 
more than four months. ‘The agent had no authority to indorse the 
permit. 


Held, That the vacancy was waived. Frasier vs. New Zealand Ins. Co., 1032. 


3. EFFEcT oF. 


Where a policy of insurance contains a condition that, if the buildings 
insured “‘ be or become vacant or unoccupied *- * * without con- 
sent indorsed hereon, * * * then in each and every one of the 
above cases this entire policy shall be null and void,” and it is 
shown that the buildings were permitted to become vacant and un- 
occupied without the knowledge or consent of the company, and so 
remained for a period of twelve days, but were reoccupied before any 
loss was sustained, held that, when the property became vacant and 
unoccupied without the consent of the insurance company, the 
policy became immediately forfeited; further, held, that reoccu- 
pancy before the loss occurred did not revive the forfeited policy. 


German Ins. Co. vs. Russell et al., 863. 
VALUATION. See Pretrmimary-TERM ContTRACcT. 


VALUED POLICY. 


1. CONSTRUCTION OF. 


A statute of South Carolina provides that no company shall issue poli- 
cies for more than the value stated in the policy, the value and 
amount of insurance to be stated in the policy and the full amount 
of insurance to be recovered in case of total loss, and a proportion- 
ate amount in case of partial loss. No penalty or rule of evidence 
was prescribed. 

Held, That where a policy contained no such valuation, but prescribed a 
rule of its own for determining the measure of damages, it must be 
construed according to its terms as an open policy, and the statutory 
requirement that in case of total loss the full amount shall be recov- 
ered did not apply. The statute did not prohibit the issue of such a 


policy. Ulmer vs. Phenix Fire Ins. Co. of Brooklyn et al., 38. 


2. Partrat Loss—CornsuRANcE CLAUSE. 


Under Ky. St., § 700, providing that fire insurance companies shall be lia- 
ble for the full estimated value of real property insured, as the 
value thereof is fixed in the face of the policy, and that in cases of 
partial loss the liability of the company shall not exceed the actual 
loss of the insured, a provision in a policy requiring insured to main- 
tain insurance to the extent of at least 80 per cent of the actual cash 
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value of the property, and providing that in the event he fails to do 
so he shall be a coinsurer to the extent of such deficit, is void, and in 
case of partial loss the company is liable for the full amount of the 
damage sustained, though insured has failed to maintain the re- 


quired amount of insurance. Sachs vs. London § Lancashire Fire Ins. 
Co., 426. 
See ‘Torat Loss 1; Use anp Occupancy 1. 


VALUED POLICY LAW. See MEasureE or DamaGss. 
VENDEE. See TItte 7. 
VENDOR. See Tittz 5. 


WARRANTIES. 


WHERE REPRESENTATIONS. 


Where to hold that certain statements made in an application for insur- 
ance are warranties would defeat the obvious purpose of the parties 
to the contract, they will be held to be mere representations, even 
though it is stipulated in the policy that they are warranties. The 
intention of the parties is to be gathered from the entire contract, 
and not from any one clause contained therein. 

Where representations are of such a character that their materiality is a 
matter of common knowledge, upon which reasonable minds could 
not differ, it is error to submit the question of their materiality to 


the jury. Joyal Neighbors of America vs. Wallace, 447. 
WARRANTY. See Apprication. 
WATER. See Loss. 
WIFE. See AssiGNMENT 1; BENEVOLENT Socrety 6; TITLE 3. 
WIFE’S POLICY. 


RiGcats oF CHILDREN. 


The policy was payable to the wife or, in the event of her death, to the 
children, and provided that it might be converted into cash at the 
option of “the holder.” 

Held, That the interest vested in the wife and children and the option 
can be exercised only with the consent of all the parties in interest 


jointly where all are alive. Entwistle rs. Travelers Ins. Co., 464. 


See BANKRUPTCY. 


WIND. 


1. DaMacE FRoM HAIL. 


A policy of insurance which indemnified the insured “against all such 
immediate loss or damage sustained by the assured as may occur by 
tornadoes, cyclones, and windstorms,” and which provides that the 
insurance company shall not be liable for any loss or damage occa- 
sioned by hail, and that the policy is intended to cover such loss 
only as shall result directly from tornadoes, cyclones, or windstorms, 
does not cover a loss occasioned by the breaking of windows by hail, 








1134 Digest Index, 1902. 


although such loss would not have occurred had not the hail been 


driven against the windows by a high wind. Hartford Fire Ins. Co. of 


Hartford, Conn., vs. Nelson, 271. 
2. Novice. 


In an action upon a policy insuring against damage by windstorm plain- 
tiff should have alleged that he had given defendant insurance com- 
pany notice of the nature and extent of the injuries inflicted within a 
reasonable time thereafter, or he should have alleged some excuse 


for his failure to do so. Fallon vs. Farmers’ Home Mut. Aid Ass’n, 491. 


See LIGHTNING, 
WRITTEN CONTRACT. 


Parnot Evimence Cannot Vary. 


The execution of a contract in writing supersedes all the oral negotia- 
tions or stipulations concerning its matter which preceded or ac- 
companied the execution of the instrument. 

Where the terms of a written contract are clear, plain, explicit, and free 
from all ambiguity, parol testimony is not admissible to change or 
vary its terms. 

An applicant for insurance, who accepts a policy the provisions of 
which are plain, clear, and free from all ambiguity, is chargeable 
with knowledge of its terms and legal effect. It is the duty of the 
assured to read and know the contents of the policy before he ac- 
cepts it, and where he fails or neglects to do so he is estopped from 
denying knowledge of its terms and conditions, unless he alleges 
and proves that he was induced not to read the policy by some 


trick or fraud of the other party. Liverpool § London § Globe Ins. Co. 
vs. T. M. Richardson Lumber Co., 993. 


See CLEAR SPACE. 


WRONGDOER. 


CoINSURANCE—SUBROGATION. 


Where a marine company has paid a loss due to a wrongdoer who is 
sued for the damages by the insured, and is not asked to be a party 
to the suit or is made such, it nevertheless is entitled to its share of 
the amount recovered. 


The owner of a vessel insured for part of its value is coinsurer for the 
balance. and must bear his proportionate share of the loss. 


The company is subrogated to the rights of the insured against the 
wrongdoer, and may sue in his name and for his use. yan vs. Brit- 
ish § Foreign Marine Ins. Co., 431. 








CASES REPORTED 


tna Life Ins. Co. of Hartford vs. Hartley......... Ey. C. Asc... 
Alabama Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. Minchener......... Als. 8.:¢€.... 
Albrecht et al. vs. People’s Life and Accident Ass’n.Mich. 8. C... 
Alliance Co-operative Ins. Co vs. Arnold ......... Kan. §. C.... 
Anders vs. Life Ins. Clearing Co ........... ...... Neb. S. C.... 
Andrus et al. vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ins. Ass’n...... Mo.S C..... 
Arnold vs. Connecticut Mut. Life Ins.Co... . ....Me.S. J. C.. 
Attorney-General vs. Netherlands Fire Ins. Co......Mass. S. J. C. 
Baltimore Life Ins. Co. vs. Howard...... errr: | ey Ee 
Bennett vs. Western Underwriters’ Ass’n...... oo: CEOS te Gace 
Bennett et ux. vs. Massachusetts Mut. Life Ins. Co.Tenn. § C.. ji 
Beyer vs. St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co.......... Wis. 8. C.... 
Black vs. Security Mut. Life Ass'n..... ........... Me. S J.C.. 
Boak Fish Co. vs. Manchester Fire Assur. Co ...... Minn. 8. C... 
Bostwick vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New York....Wis. S. C.... 
Breeyear et al. vs. Rockingham Farmers’ Mut. Fire 

WE Onc r ec eter cau uted uaee Hier renee nee ee eee es Qa 
Burns vs. Michigan Mfrs’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co........ Mich. S.C... 
Cade vs. Head Camp, Pacitic Jurisdiction, Wood- 

PACT OE CG Wy ORME CUE oc sc, cvcsatcqedvasackss Wash. S.C.. 
Campbell vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co. of New York.Ky. C.A..... 
Capital City Ins. Co. vs. Jones. . ................. Als. S.C... 
Central Mut. Life Ins. Ass’n vs. Anderson. ..... ..11.. 8.C.. .. 
Chainless Cycle Mfg. Co. vs. Security Ins. Co. of 

New Haven, Conn.. meee egieee  . wavaten Nik. ©. Au. 
Christianson vs. Norwich Union Fire Ins. Soc......Minn. S. C.. 
Citizens’ Ins Co. vs. Stoddard et al................ BEB. 206 
CONE VG; EEMVOISNO 2URs CO. oi. 5 civsicccs ccvewoive cus Men. S.C... 
Commercial Union Assur. Co. vs. Urbansky et al...Ky. C. A.... 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Brooks ..... ... .. ...... Als. 8.6... 
Cook vs. North British & Mercantile Ins. Co....... Mass. 8. J. C 
Crutchtield et al. vs. Union Cent. Life Ins. Co...... LS OA ee 
Dannhauser vs. Wallenstein .....  ...........2068. NW. SoG R... 
Doyle vs. American Fire Ins. Co............ceceeees Mass. 8. J. C 
Economic Life Ass’n vs. Spinney. ................. Iowa S.C... 
Egan vs. British & Foreign Marine Ins. Co......... Bs Be Oe ee 
Entwistle vs. Travelers Ins. Co... ............... Pectr€.....% 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. vs. Commonwealth...... My. C. Az... 
Fallon vs. Farmers’ Home Mut. Aid Ass’n.... ..... Bye CAS. 5. 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of 

DROENG ie tee Wie c octa tes uedunmancuaudosaias Neb. 8. C.... 
Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n of Phila. vs. Mettler....... Ue -8:€:.. 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. of New York vs. Field etal Neb. 8. C.... 
Findlay vs. Union Mut. Fire Ins. Co............... Nese 2s 
MRE TNE GicaWe canta cc elie ke ONS oti amended N.Y. Cy Asx. 
Firemen's Fund Ins. Co vs. Sims.................. Ga. 8. C..6«: 
Fisher ve. Merchants’ Ine. Co. .......666.cecee. cecee’ Me. 8. J. C.. 
Franklin Fire Ins. Co. vs. Bradford............ ee 
Fraser ve. Actne Life Die. CO. oo cccvicesivesinseaces Wi.8. C..0: 
Frasier vs. New Zealand Ins. Co..................- Ore. 8: 6... 
Georgia Home Ins. Co. vs. Allen.................4. Ala. 8. C.... 
German Ins. Co. vs. Kirkendall et al............... Kaun.8.C. .. 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport, Ill., vs Downman etal.U. 8. C.C. A 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport. lL, vs. Russell et al..Kan. S. C... 
Greenwich Ins. Co. vs. Louisville & N. R. Co. et al.Ky. ae ee 
Hamm Realty Co. vs. New Hampshire Fire Ins. Co..Minn. S. C.. 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Nelson............... ... Kan.8 C... 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Shlenker ............... Miss. S.C... 
Haskell vs Equitable Life Assur. Soc.............. Mass. S. J. C 


Hennessy vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co............. Conn. S.C. E 


ee 


tt eeeree ed 


er 








1136 Cases Reported, 1902. 


PAGE 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Koob et al....... eee eS, oe eee . 8i1l 
Home Life Ins. Co. vs. —- Pat cahinn ee eb ake knasns ae SO A 521 
Houston et al. vs. Farmers’ & Merchants’ ee eS nes 423 
Miwston ve. Travelers Ins. Co... .ccccccce cvccscvee APIO ins vicenevc.: 1069 
Imperial Shale Brick Co. vs. Jewett et al....... - RIAN Weise e sia/als 376 
ey I ines ole ulate ewes pe Ms RS ik os'g 859 
Ins. Co. of North America vs. Evans............... Kan CIEE. Wate dass 723 
Insurance Co. of North America vs. Thornton et al. Ala. 8. C............ 305 
Iversen et al. vs. Minnesota Mut. Life Ins. Co. et al.U. 8S. C.C........... 7 
Johnson vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y........... > ee 340 
Johnson vs. North British & Mercantile Ins. Co....Ohio S. C............ 515 
Johnston vs. Phelps County Mut. Ins. Co ......... eo re 196 
Keefer vs. Modern Woodmen of America............ MCRL <5 050-6 aso sces 718 
Laessig vs. Travelers’ Protective Ass’n of America..Miss. §.C.......... 930 
Leonard vs. State Mut. Life Assur. Co.............. eee 584 
Lewis vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co.......... .. SOON Dy Wess ccc’ 392 
Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. Co. vs. T. M. 

Maohatdeon LmmMber Co. «sis scccscvesvcvsecvcs Okla. B.C 6... 50% 993, 997 
London Assur. Corp. vs. Thompson................. Ce a a Ses 351 
McMaster, Adm’r, vs. New York Life Ins. Co.. ..... Pee Wi Wiis oxaciedies 555 
Magoun vs. Firemans Fund Ins. Co................. BERN Ce cis sien cs OOD 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Beard................. Me cvscsvatecn 51 
Marsh vs. Concord Mut. Fire Ins. Co............... By ES es sie i's oniae 537 
Marsh vs. New Hampshire Fire Ins. Co ... ee eee 36 
Marshall et al. vs. Commercial Travelers’ Mut. ‘Ace. 

I II oi 6 5 sh. Snes cx bietaelw bos wa be Glas he ee . 487 
Matthews vs. Capital Fire Ins. Co. et al............ ue et Oe 
Meeder vs. Provident Sav. Life Assur. Soc....... 1s ET i hewn pire 1040 
Messer et al. vs. Ancient Order of United Workmen 

PE EE ere Ot POC eT aon -Mass. S. J. C.. 451 
Miehael vs. Prussian National Assur. Co............ Pp ARR OMs iaiss nena 468 
Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. vs. Russell......... CIO Bs © vos vcs ccnees 360 
Mitchell ve. Potomac Ins. Co....... .. .ccccccceees Pe ee ie aves wie 570 
Mohbrstadt vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New York....U. 8. Ree Biv sinsees 769 
Montelone vs. Royal Ins. Co..................000% SS re 689 
Morgan vs. Illinois Ins. Co............. Mae eee Mich. 8.C..... 639 
Moses et al. vs. Travelers Ins. Co..... ..... ...... Bee Cre Wes Misfire bec wis 33 
Mutual Ben. Life Ins. Co. vs. First Nat. Bank ws 

SID 5-5 oEL GOs knee eRe ak een koee ea eina ch ncn es 785 
Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co. vs. Lehman et al...... Als. ass elas ew acphe 988 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Herron...... .... keaterae mee. BC... 68 
Matual Life Ins. Co. ve. Belly ..... 5. vices cccisscacees Se re Ch Reins oes 497 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Pearson..... ............. U.S. C. C. Mass . 542 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n vs. Stephens et al.Ga. S.C. ...... 733 
Newhall vs. Supreme Council American Legion of 

MR «obser vicius + So wc Dh eaare eta aierasnree oe 389 
New Hampshire Fire Ins. Co. vs. National Life vane 

Is oo ea ie eke cab sata d eee coke Tee <6 5S ere Ole Meas wich avis 913 
Newton vs. Southwestern Mut. Life Ass’n......... ian resis ys Sata ee 708 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. English ............... i 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Pope et al.............. es Bes stn ccotck cs Cee 
Nielsen vs. Provident Sav. Life Assur. Soc. ........Cal. 8’ C............ 3 
North German Ins. Co. vs. Morton-Scott-Robertson 

case diat sobs aGer eer eba ences 65+ take ee ae mAs Tees, BO. é.3.5.55: OO 
Northern Assur, Co. vs. Grand View Building Ass’n.U. 8. S.C... ....... 97 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Rochester Ger- 

ITIP Ch onigv ins Recnrenasshanan tie headin mud Ben BD. Cid emesis 168 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co. vs. Burget.................. OMG BE icicsccken. 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co. vs. Waters et al............ a eee 71 
Orient Ina. Co: va: Molimlght.............csscedeuss UN an ad alee 874 
O’Rourke vs. John Hancock Mut. Life Ins. Co.... .R. I. 8. C..... 22... 230 
Peterson vs. Des Moines Life Ass’n............. VOTES 66625 5 


oats 


nee se 


CRONE 








Cases Reported, 1902. 1137 


PAGE 
Phetteplace et al. vs. British & Foreign Marine Ins. 

Bs. cies nelceek wag tet ceuuee We chaeueeesaaatas Wee Ba Be Caceisdewcn's iam 
Pheonix Ins: Co. wa. Sch warts. . 66:0 sieiceccecasecce Ce Gakuiscovaceas 714 
Pope ve, Gions Palle Bia: Cov... cccies os dcceas ye eee ae 336 
Preston vs. Connecticut Mut. Life Ins. Co..........Md. C. A............ 401 
Provident Savings Life Assur. Soc. vs. Cutting, Ins. 

CORUMMINE Nooo c vac caccontcs + scucesamenceunts Mase Bi Fs Ceci 478 
Provident Sav. Life Assur. Soc. vs Duncan et al....U. S.C. C. A........ 753 
Quinn et al. vs. Fire Ass’n of Philadelphia et al....Mass. 8. J.C .. .... 460 
Rauch vs. Michigan Millers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co......Mich. 8. C..... ..... 799 
Reading Ins. Co. vs. Egelhoff (American Ins. Co. of 

North America et al., Interveners)............. U.S. C. ee taba ie 
Reed et al. vs. Ancient Order of the Red Cross..... FORMAT Cisse. cacunie 889 
Reininghaus vs. Merchants’ Life Ass’n...... Canary Iowa S. C..... eaeeed 675 
Rhode vs Metropolitan Life Ins. Co............... MENON BN i od vacant 249 
Richter vs. Supreme Lodge Knights of Pythias..... CMMs Cie siatuece 1060 
Riggs vs. Home Mut. Fire Protection Ass’n......... ie aie Creicanesse as 200 
PORTS VN Ae BO CO ecicecceses. siwidiiccs Mey Be Cas ccascsuaxs 56 
Royal Neighbors of America vs. Wallace........ sate OOS Ie Ge vieende ce tee 447 
Sachs vs. London & Lancashire Fire Ins. Co........ Bye Co Riv ciccecess. Se 
St. Pau/ Fire & Marine Ins. Co. vs. Kelley et al....Neb. S. C............ 645 
Sargent vs. Central Acc. Ins. Co .. ............... NUM @asécd ckdee: 256 
Schaeffer vs. Anchor Mut. Fire Ins. Co....... ..... ROWE Be Ga idiccais eds 245 
Schwartzschild & Sulzberger Co. vs. Phenix Ins. 

Wr iiisicnke ces |. thon’ dewmerecerenweuees FRM GT? ic dune eas 483 
Sharp vs. Scottish ‘Union & National Ins. Co....... ee 906. 
Smith va. Aine Fale Ins, CO. 6.656 sccasscecussiass ROW MA GES 6 518498 ove 236 
Smith vs. Mutual Benefit Life Ins, Co.............. WAG PR Océ cacnccss 977 
Southern Ins. Co. ve. Stewart... ...<..002 ssc0ss cesses EMG Bo es codes ae 
Sovereign Camp Woodmen of the World vs. Thorn- 

MMi iviccuvetdedeniekcGucus ¢saeaeeaeanetaanae CMe Os ihc sive 1055 
Spalding vs. New Hampshire Fire Ins. Co...........N. H. 8. C........... 1045 
Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Fowler et al....... BUI Pe Cindad caadssa 903 
Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. Wade.............. OMe We Os iin < Feehan 318 
State ex rel. Hart vs. Commercial Ins. Co.......... BR Ciccccscules 868 
State Ins. Co of Des Moines, Iowa, vs. Farmers’ 

Mut. Ins: Co. of Nebraska. <....0....0scccssces Ot Be Osi ec op etins 761 
Steinmeyer et al. vs. Steinmeyer et al.............. Be Cra Bee Cc ces Saasnc ee 
Sternaman vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co .. ....... Pepe CauRh os. inewavus 276 
Strauss vs. Union Cent. Life Ins. Co... . Ne SoG Mec citesnes's 531 
Sun Life Ins. Co. vs. United States Fidelity & 

MNUNOIND, QO ia 5 etca ee esi nekncnsincnees.wenecies Wi CA Gasinccvencas. 444 
Thomas vs. Prudential Ins. Co. of America......... PINs: Pe On ovcetucevas 648 
Thompson vs. Security Trust & Life Ins. Co........ Ba Oe Oi Ose enn kedc ces 699 
‘Tnompeon ve. Traders Ine. Co. ...<- «0. <cceess ses We De Ornctwstenxeas 823 
Thompson vs. Travelers Ins. Co..................+5 We Rie Oe Or akisna cunts 792 
Thuringia Ins. Co. va. Mallott........... .....06- BGs Cy Macetseccc. +s eae 
Travelers’ Protective Ass’n of America vs. Small....Ga. 8. C............ 680 
Tucker vs. Dairy Mut. Ins. Co. of Lisbon.......... Towa B.C... oc. cccecce 584 
Ulmer vs. Phenix Fire Ins. Co. et al.............. . > OO See 38 
United States Casualty Co. vs. Bagley et al........ ERO We Oexcncusinwns 344 
United States Casualty Co. vs. Kacer et al......... WE essa 5 dec wnsies 849 
Vernon Ins. & Trust Co. vs. Maitlen........... ... MRA Cedes  sandee 672 
Ward et al. vs. Maryland Casualty Co.............. ie Pe Qs wddetees 551 
Warmeastle vs. Scottish Union & National Ins. Co..Pa. 8. C............. 258 
Washington Life Ins. Co. vs. Miles et al........... MWe Ci Bisv evcaccces 260 
Welch vs. Union Cent. Life Ins. Co................ lowe Bi Oy i c.ccccew 735 
West vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co............. ....- ROW Ce scacesss 668 
Western Travelers’ Acc. Ass’n vs. Holbrook......... th ee 840 
Western & Southern Life Ins. Co. vs. Galvin et al.. Ky. C.A............. 738 
Williford vs. &tna Life Ins. Co................008 SiGe Wu Coie <asavces 923 
Woodmen’s Acc. Ass’n vs. Byefs.............200000- NOR Be Ceisiseccese 831 


VoL. XXXI.—72. 








1138 Cases Reported, 1902. 


PAGE 
LOWER COURT DECISIONS. 
Chatfield vs. A.tna Ins. Co. ES te rr 394 
Cummer Lumber Co. vs. Aus’ d Mfrs’. : Mut. Fire Ins. 

eee 5 Ct iiss Kebanes 87 
Farmer's Feed Co. of New Jersey vs. Scottish Union 

ee NE BON HI oii. kiss en tehaeandrncKencere Wes BGR os cack ceeds 84 

MISCELLANY. 

tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Frierson ..... Kysiweetsasen Re Oey Ay s ce hick 495 
Mier G6 Gl, VA MUOOEE OEE... oiknscccccesececes ce & 592 
American Central Ins. Co. vs. Donlon.............. OE Miscceccccines 207 
ES a er ere Wee FEW CREE OME s 6 s\ns csce.cie 495 
Bankers’ Reserve Life Ass’ n Vs. Finn sewinele querer ME 6 aseecke 399 
Benjamin et al. vs. Palatine Ins. Co. etal ........ Ns anes aids cea 304 
Carrollton Furniture Co. vs. American Credit In- 

OGD. hice see passe yet stuwenease Ui COR Riissnsas 783 
Deming Investment. Co. va, Dickerman............ POMBO Oy sececines 206 
Dischuer et al. vs. Piqua Mut. Aid Ass'n......... . ERROR. axiexe c's 6s 94 
Dwinnell vs. Minneapolis F. & M. Mut. Ins. Co. 

RD ee eg oak, Smee eke ate. ee Pe Bi Oy wikis veins 878 
Employers’ Liability Assur. Corp.vs. Light, Heat 

NOT IEMs cco'ps, 3S veh leas ak hw Na wl bb Rae PRR sl doawacnas« 400 
Esterbrooks vs. Fidelity Mut. Fire Ins. Co.... .... iS 976 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Kinney..............00. PRPs. wash <iicicace 783 
Furbush vs. Maryland Casualty Co............... MiCh, B Oy c.2 05s . 876 
CURT RMU. isis Soe on Kadpeekeieneaeeeuest WI BiCs 4 os caus OO 
Gowers vs. Mutual Fire Ins. RO res pestis cea canis Iowa S C........... 496 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. Chicago, Milwau- 

kee & St. Pan] Railway Co.. Ke Pelee ole OUR pois: we ntees 877 
Hester vs. Scottish Union & National Ins. Co sara) Ee Cs 10) 9+, aie aieainwrd 687 
sett ve. Farmers Mut Uns. Co. ....6 0 ccccecices ces PASO He icccwewees 207 
Hill vs. Groesbeck. kes, 1b. <.peentnetate yee iia: x eiartlnahons aS eS ee 206 
Hoover vs. Mercantile Town Mut. Ins. Co.......... SR OES ote ecco 879 
Kearney vs. Washtenaw Mut, Fire Ins. Co. ....... PIO BHO) a6 6s0es 685 
Ae CR. CAO AIORE TR aie ssiee scien vocceoes Re OC. Os Baye. aces 591 
Lipscomb vs. Manhattan Fire Ins. Co ............. Dy os OS Ove ceca, OR 
McDonald vs. Anchor Mut. Ins. Co .... .......... LOWABAC, . ccisccces 688 
McGehee vs. Ins. Co. of North America...  ....... eGo B ck vcon 591 
McQuillan vs. Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n. . — Fs Oise. s.c'ois:3:- ... 398 
Metropolitan life Ins. Co. vs. Blesch.... 0.2... rs: oseisvie 8.6/ alote 96 
Millis et al. vs. Scottish Union & National Ins. Co. Me Rahs atediwed-diorx 877 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. Coleman et al..... i 493 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. Kozak....... ... OBS 5 cin celesee 493 
Morgan vs. Hog Raisers’ Mut. Ins.Co ....... 5 ee 95 
Moulton vs. Masonic Mutual Benefit Soe... 6... PORDAS vcieswwcenss 304 
Murray vs Supreme Lodge of New England Order 

BN ec coeh-ck ae oes Ss  sGlasebived CONH BC. Bi vccsss 976 
Northwestern Life Ass’n vs. Findley et al.......... ROSY Ge Biss s:s 5c Oe 
O’Brien vs. Greenwich Ins. Co......0. 0 1... eee eee WR. ov eaceuc 784 
Pace vs. Provident Savings Life Assnr Soc......... Rh es icine, as 591 
OI PE RIPUNON ok ckccss. Wiekcass © .dwasexees MOTI. ea cos cracks 684 
Pokrefky vs. Detroit Firemens' Fund Ass’n........ Mich. . ewelaee carder 877 
Poppitz vs. German Ins. Co of Freeport... ...... DBRS EO... sce: 207 
Porter vs Home Friendly Soviety...... .......... Ga. § C inte eee 495 
Provi‘ent Savings Life Assur. Soc. vs. Beyer....... GSA OR cxeiidsakak 686 
Pureell vs. Land Title Guarantee Co. .... .........M0. Co A... cc... eee F9O 
Raymond et al vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co. et al ....T11.8.C.... 2. 20... 684 
Robinson vs Palatine Ins. Co., Limited = ......... So ee 207 } 
St. Clement vs. L’Institut Jacques Cartier......... Es kD Oe ice cncenen’s 94 | 
Saunders vs Armstrong,.. ..... ..... 0 oe eeecees GES Be isseree cian 880 ' 
Screwmen’s Benevolent Ass’n vs. Whitridge iaes BOR Be Oosidce'sc ac: sas 576 { 


Bok Be OG: WA JORRION soi ois .seai0isccss oe co vcaeses ce We OCs Bicic ccc B00 ; 








—————— 





Cases Reported, 1902. 


Seehorn vs. Supreme Council Catholic Knights of 
PO ic, ite op» \eeermni Cubataemas 

Sovereign ( amp Woodmen of the World vs. Burgess. 

Sovereign Camp of Woodmen of the World vs. 


Grandon. Reve. S5GNe, scan casa ae eden eda 
Soverrign Camp of Woodmen of the World vs. 

WOUND cOe0 6250S. o. wane van See ewer 
NON Vile CME ox caireuussccadcoendenaedewamemes 
Stringham vs. Dillon et al. nee | dedaaeeeaee 
Summers vs. Des Moines Ins. Co . 1... 00k. ee 
Supreme Council Catholic Knights of America vs. 

SOUUONEEOOWE Gc. ue Ne awee meena 
Terwilliger vs National Masonic Acc Ass’n........ 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. Skipper eee 
Way vs. Union Central Life Ins. Co. ef al ......... 
Welle va. Vormiont Life Ine. Cer wows csnctccecens 


Woodmen of the World vs Gilliland. ....... 
York vs. Railway Officials’ & Employees’ Acc. Ass’n. 


1139 

PAGE 
Mt CoB sc tidees 877 
Bem Be Oe5 cic deeex 976 
NOs Be CQhiccecctaeees 494 
MET, Be cess conics 685 
CS. } ee 1071 
Ga Pi Ors cdcdendaue 1072 
i ey) Se 95 
"ee ©. Oo Br eiccki de 880 
ll. S.C... a 683 
MER xen 784 
eA ) 96 
Bi Re Gi. iss adc acer 398 
Cs Be Ce. occ nwcnds 320 
We Vee BO. Biases 686 











CASES AND AUTHORITIES CITED. 


Adams vs. Grand Lodge........ 318 
Addison vs. Duncan........ 699, 700 
/A®tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Frierson 496 
Alabama State Mut. Assur. Co. 

vs. Long Clothing & Shoe 


CD. csis beh, de aS On cen 57, 349 
BROWSE We; TRAD. vcccviecs. aiceens 539 
Alexander vs. Insurance Co.285, 

293, 296 

Allen vs. German Ins. Co...... 113 
Allen vs. Insurance Co.. ..286, 

288, 293, 908, 1019 

Alten vs. Mooney... 2. 06 vss «eo CO 

Alsop vs. Insurance Co......... 363 


American Credit Indemnity Co. 
vs. Carrollton Furniture 


RE MID isc. axes asae 509, 524 
American Sugar Ref. Co. vs. 

New OPrie@Ans... 6s... ose. GOD 
Amesbury vs. Insurance Co.... 392 
Ancient Order vs. Brown... ... 1041 
Anderson vs. Assurance Co....1047 
AMGSTOOITE CARE... cas. vwcees: os 406 
REGIGS TS: TIBVG occ a esas Kes 905 
Andrews vs. Essex Fire & Ma- 

Ae | are 119 
Andrews vs. Insurance Co... ..1026 
Annely vs. De Saussure... ..... 886 
Anthony vs. Insurance Co.. ... 828 
Appeal of Sturdevant.... ..... 967 
Applegate vs. State... ... ..... 873 
Armstrong vs. Insurance Co. . 647 
Armstrong vs. Toler.. .. . 726 


Association vs. Armstrong. 435, 436 
Association vs. Bunch..322, 854, 856 


Association vs. Burr.. .. . 198 
Association vs. Earl.. ... .... - 193 
Association vs. Gillespie. 6 we eee 
Association vs. Hopper... .. .. 457 


Association vs. Hurlock.. .. .. 406 
Association vs. Kentner.. .. .. 685 


Association vs. Sargent.. .. .. 936 
Association vs. Sears... .. ... 890 
Association vs. Tolles... .. ... 322 
Association vs. Williams... .. ..339 
Assurance Co. vs. Abrams .. .. 908 
Assurance Co. vs. Feibelman . 165 
Assurance Co. vs. Norwood . . 827 
Assurance Co. vs. Phelps .. .. 430 
Assurance Co. vs. Stoddard . . 338 


Assurance Soc. vs. Reutlinger . 153 
Atchison, T. & S. F. R. Co. vs. 
Matthews... ... . 609 


Atkinson vs. Insurance Oe. practice 647 


Attorney-General vs. Insurance 
Gert 2500s Succes 

Attorney-General Vs. Nort 
American Life Ins. Co.. 

Audrus vs. Insurance Co.. .... 


pA a ee 5 


Badger Vs. Piatts.... ... 006 cscs 
Baer vs. Insurance Co.... ..... 
Bailey vs. Association... ...... 
Bailey vs. City of Centerville.. 
1 ee ae eae ee 
Baker vs. Insurance Co........ 
Baldwin vs. Begley... ........ 
Baldwin vs. Insurance Co...... 
ee 
Bancroft vs. Association... 
Se WH, TERIOR ck vic. et eckaes 
Bank vs. Hume...503, 652, 854, 
DORE VE. DOREOD ois cic cows 
ee a err 
Bank vs. Stone... 

Bank vs. Williams. 

Bank of Tarboro vs. . Fidelity & 
ONE SO Soa 6:9 6s ve 
Barker vs. Janson. Ele Peecavslan manatee 
Barnard vs. Iron Works... .... 

Barnard vs. Randle... .. .. .. 
Barnes vs. Insurance Co....... 
Barnewall vs. Church.. Laks 
gs fg Se Or 
Baron vs. Brummer... .. .. ... 
PORES VR. TRVUMO 6.06 once cc eieess 0% 
Barry vs. Society. . cronies it, 
Bartlett vs. Insurance Co Bias Pots pse 
Barton vs. Association. 
Bastian vs. Modern Woodmen. 
Batchelder vs. Insurance Co.. 


Baumgartel vs. Insurance Co.. 
Baumgartel vs. Prov. - Wash. 
OR MG a5 Seta. esteem ae eat 


Beals vs. Insurance Co.... .... 
Beaver’s Adm’r vs. McGrath... 
Becker vs. Howard.... ... .... 
Beckham vs. Railway Co... ... 
Beebe vs. Insurance Co........ 
Beeman vs. Association... 

Beetle vs. Anderson... ... 212, 
Belcher Sugar Refining Co. vs. 


St. Louis Grain Elevator Co. 


Belknap vs. Johnston... ...... 


Bennecke vs. Insurance Co.. .. 


Bennett vs. Insurance Co...... 


Bernard vs. Association... .291, 
Bernhard vs. Insurance Co.. .. 


Bernheim vs. Beer... ... ..... 
Bethea vs. Railroad Co.. 


PAGE 


.- 1018 


890 
677 
204 
504 
685 
974 

82 


. 149 


583 
862 


1047 
-1018 


418 


767 
342 
961 


295 
228 
888 


. 106 


STR RE PE NOP AEGIS 


a 


Ee 


sme 








Cases and Authorities Cited, 1902. 1141 











PAGE PAGE 
Bets ve. band COiiscccckscvces 725 Carpenter vs. Providence Ins. 
Bigelow vs. Berkshire Life Ins. O66 kie iin ent can eee ns 131 
asad: di ends argenn ident 53 Carpenter vs. Providence-Wash- 
Bigelow vs. Insurance Co... ... 512 tn a eee -125, 130, ae 
Bingler vs. Insurance Co.. .... 795 _ V8. insurance UO..... .... 
Bishop vs. Insurance Co..... 49, 328 a toe — 
Blaeser vs. Insurance Co...:... 796 - ans "© UO... wee 
Blake vs. Insurance Co...... 11, 387 pen be a pr - 884, ace 
Blethen vs. Towle.... .... ... 669 . eee SS eH aR 
Boardman vs. Insurance Co.... 726 Cawley vs. Railway Co.... .... 211 
Bodine vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 310 Cayon vs. Insurance Co... .212, 430 
Body vs. Insurance Co..... .... 520 Chamberlain vs. Insurance Co. 552 
f Boiler Co. vs. Garden... ... ... 705 Chandler vs. Insurance Co....1066 
: Bolt vs. Dawkins... ... ... ... 2038 oe ee wee eee bi 
Bomeisler vs. Forster... ... .. 370 VMS . . seco sees 
’ Bond vs. Dustin... ... ... 2... 500 City Council of Montgomery vs. 
F) Bonner vs. Insurance Co....... 1052 Montgomery Waterworks 
Bottomley vs. Insurance Co.... 342 _ CO.--- wee cee cee cee eeeeee 65 
Bourgeois vs. Insurance Co....1066 City of Sedan vs. Church...... 725 
eB Boyce vs. Gundy... .... ....... 544 Clark vs. Insurance Co..... 548, 
4 Boyd vs. Insurance Co... ..... 633 730,1047 
; Brady vs. Association... ... .. 524 Cleaver vs. Insurance Co.. a ~— 
t Brady vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 181 
i Brandup vs. Insurance Co.. .. 732 Cleaver vs. Traders’ Ins. Co.... 110 
k Brass vs. North Dakota... .... 659 Clemans vs. Supreme Assembly 153 
e Briggs vs. North American & Clifford vs. Railway Co... .... 211 
Mercantile Ins. Co.. .. .. . 578 oe VS. a Co... ... po 
Bright vs. McCullough... ... .. 872 Sickie Ga, Aisa, $8 a seaes 668 
Broadwater vs. Insurance Co.. 520 Coffi Co. : ae. 313 
Bromberg ve. Insurance Co.... 94 So Beene x0 < os 
Brown vs. Assurance Co 830 Colby vs. Insurance Co..... 680, 781 
Brown ve. Eno 7 fh heed 466 Collins vs. Insurance Co....238, 254 
B s eee geo) ae Columbia Ins. Co. vs. Cooper. . 122 
POW We: EROTEY ) 65 5cc 2 és ew SOO 
Cc 82 Ces WE. COMEIER ek. ok ca 5 been 600 
Brown vs. Insurance Co.. —_ in Com. vs. Equitable Life Assur. 
’ SOG .cs. ces ‘ . 409 
Brown vs. Railroad Co.. ... .. 725 Gom. vs. Long.. pa 409 
Brummer vs. Cohen.. .. .. ... 875 Gom. vs. Macloon Beit areor ore seate 588 
Brunner vs. Telegraph Co.. ... 17 Comer vs. Chamberlain. wee BAT 
Bryan vs. Association... ... 231 Comer vs. Way... . 349 
Bryce vs. Lorillard Fire Ins. Co. 356 Commercial Bank of Milwaukee 
Buckmaster vs. Jacobs.... .... 24 vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co...... 213 
Buettinger vs. Hurley. ‘eee eee 725 Commercial Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Bumstead vs. Insurance Co..... 190 Capital City Ins. Co.43, 337, 348 
Burdon vs. Association... ... . 890 Gommercial Union Assur. Co. 
Burgess vs. Seligman... ... ... 131 vs. State... ... 174 
Burkhard vs. Insurance Co..... 238 Commonwealth Mut. " Wire Ins. 
BUENO “Wh, DRURIGR 6s ask 66k ue 1068 Co. vs. Huntzeneger.. ‘ 122 
Buzard vs. Houston Ce ete «8 ee 545 Connecticut Mut. Life Tee. Co. 
Byrne vs. Casey... ... Siew haar vs. Union Trust Co.. ...... 149 
Campbell vs. Fleming... ... .. 203 Considine vs. Insurance Co.... 342 
Campbell vs. Insurance Co.990, 1047 Consolidated Ice Co. vs. Mayor, 
Cannon vs. Insurance Co....... 633 OG Ob ley Seaiccedeew enue 355 
Capehart vs. Foster... ... .... 670 Construction Co. vs. Seymour.. 507 
Capen vs. Insurance Co........ 967 Continental L. Ins. Co. vs. ‘ 
Carey vs. Insurance Co.. ..190, 246 Chamberlain... ... ad 
Cargill vs. Insurance Co.. ..... 254 Conway vs. Insurance Co.. "626, 627 
Cargill Co. vs. Minnesota...615, 617 Coolidge vs. Insurance Co...... ~363 
Carlson vs. Insurance Co....... 392 Corbett vs. Insurance Co... ... 177 
Carnahan vs. Telegraph Co.... 588 Cotting vs. Stock Yards Co.. .. 659 
Carpenter vs. Insurance Co.191, 886 Coursey vs. Railway Co... .... 682 


Carpenter vs. Momson... ..... 629 Cowman vs. Rogers... ... ... ..858 








1142 Cases and Authorities Cited, 1902. 


PAGE 


Cravens vs. N. Y. Ins. Co...... 982 


PAGE 
Emmott vs. Slater Ins. Co.. .. 487 


Crecelius vs. Horst... ... ..... 662 Enfield vs. Town of Ellington.. 968 
Creed vs. Sun Fire Office... ... 339 Equitable Ins. Co. vs. Great 
Creighton vs. Finlayson... .... 466 Western BY. COwccsccc ccas 546 
Crown Point Iron Co. vs. A2tna Erb vs. Insurance Co... ....... 727 
Ins. Co... ... ... .. .-.781, 8837 Ermentraut vs. Insurance Co... 191 
Cudahy Packing Co. vs. Sioux Estabrook vs. Hughes.... ..... 188 
eee eee er 500 Evans vs. Laughton... ... .... 1068 
Cumber Ve. WONG... 60 sevces BUS TiVO VB. MEOBGIF uk occ bes cece 203 
Cummings vs. Insurance Co.... 887 Everett vs. Drew... ... ....... 652 
Curtis vs. Insurance Co... .... 890 Ex parte Blakemore... ... .... 550 
Daley vs. Association... ...... 390 Ex parte Virginia... .... ..... 660 
Davenport vs. Insurance Co.... 50 Executors vs. Insurance Co.. .. 106 
ee es |: re 602 Fabyan vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co. 487 
SORVIS WR. ATOR. 5. acs. ccs cess COL PANEO VE. MONG... ccs ccs ove « C88 
Davis vs. Furniture Co.. ..1066 Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. 
Davis vs. Shafer... ... . xs. Home Fire Ins. Co.680, 766, 
Davis Lumber Co. vs. Home Ins. 780, 781 
ne ee eer 520 Farnum vs. Insurance Co..... 1047 
Davison vs. Holden... ... ..... S60: PATTY VS. PSerson.. 6 ks ksvcce 416 
Dearden vs. Adams.. ...... ..- 233 Faust vs. Insurance Co...1066, 1067 
Deardorff vs. Association... ... 890 Faxton vs. Faxton.. ...... 996, 1009 
Decker vs. House... ... ... ... 725 Fennell vs. Zimmerman... .... 419 
De Grove vs. Insurance Co..... 380 Fidelity & C. Co. vs. Allibone. 
De Lancey vs. Insurance Co....1047 608, 613 
Delaney vs. Delaney... ... .... 321 Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. Al- 
Derocher vs. Continental Mill's. 234 POTE..500 ceccee sevees cece 990 
Dewees vs. Insurance Co. .1022, Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. Bal- 
1024, 1047 lard & Baliard Co..... .. .. 720 
Dewees vs. Manhattan Ins. Co. Findeisen vs. Insurance Co.... 667 
115, 117 Fire Office va. Clark... ... 2.2: 522 
Dewit vs. Baldwin.... .... ... 1053 Firemans Fund Ins. Co. vs. 
Dial vs. Association... .. .. ... 700 Western Refrigerating Co.. 903 
Dinsmore vs. Stimbert... ... .. 765 First Cong. Church of Rockland 
Dobson vs. Sotheby... .... .... 821 vs. Holyoxe Mut. Fire Ins. 
Dogge vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 212 CO... 6. cee cee wee ce eeee 820 
Dohmen Co. vs. Niagara Fire First Nat. Bank vs. Hartford 
CR Be: i) an AN 3k 212 Pare CMG. OOsncic ise cet 509, 567 
Dolliver vs. Insurance Co...... 884 Fiske vs. Holmes... ...... «+. 522 
Donahue vs. Insurance Co ited ond 552 Fitch Vs. Insurance Co eocccccce 505 
Donaldson vs. Insurance Co.... 82 Fitchner vs. Fidelity Mut. F. 
Donlin vs. Daegling... ... .... 24 Ass’N... ... sees eee 566 
Donnell vs. Insurance Co... ... 26 Fitzgerald vs. Annuity Co necees 968 
Moran Ve BMiIOh << sa. kes css 234 Flaherty vs. Harrison... ...... 211 
Dorr vs. Insurance Co.... ..... 13 Fleisch vs. Insurance Co... ... 1052 
Douglas vs. Insurance Co.. ... TOUS PUD VE. TOO. bck 08s axis 106 
Dow vs. Beidelman... ... ... . 659 Flynn vs. Insurance Co.. ..153, 285 
Dowd vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 797 Flynn vs. Society... ... ..287, 297 
Duncan vs. Missouri... ... .... 659 Fogarty vs. Barnes.... .... .. 586 
Dunlap vs. Haynes.. ... .. ... 152 Foley vs. Insurance Co.... .... 44 
Dupreau vs. Insurance Co.. ..1966 Foley vs. Manufacturers & B. 
Eadie vs. Slimmon.. .... .. 375 Dae PS TOO osc ccccs seeee 476 
Eames vs. Home Ins. Co... .132, 134 Follis vs. Association... ... ... 238 
Eastern R. Co. vs. Relief Fire Folsom vs. Moore... ... ... ... 669 
OR ins cinuSivews.e- b600S09 G48 POPVenter VS. GI. . 6. coe sacccus 887 
Edison Co. vs. Moren...... .... 332 Foster vs. Casualty Co... ..... 189 
Edwards vs. Insurance Co..191, 388 Fouts vs. State... ... ...... .. 363 
Eiseman vs. Insurance Co...... 228 Fowle vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 550 
as enh ees) Oe. See. 54 552 Fowler vs. Insurance Co... ... 1017 
Elliott vs. Insurance Co... .... 945 Fowler vs. Metropolitan Ins. Co. 111 
Elliott vs. Lvcoming Co. Ins. Co. 193 Fox vs. Insurance Co... ...... 246 
Emery vs. Burbank... ....341, 343 Frank vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 375 








« 


~ 


f 
: 
f 
' 
: 
: 








t 


SSR PELE LOT 


ai a ein 








Cases and Authorities Cited, 1902. 1143 


PAGE 


Franklin vs. Insurance Co..82, 1048 


Franklin Fire Ins. Co. vs. Chi- 

ONRG THO Os cisikcd h Cinsen Se 1067 
Franklin Fire Ins. Co. vs. Mar- 

WE adc ane eweniies. Geees 114 
Freedman vs. Association... .. 633 
Freeman vs. Boland... ... .... 234 
Freydendall vs. Baldwin... ... 73 
Pugure ve. Boclety: .... ccc cess 390 
Fullam vs. Insurance Co... ... 392 


Fullenwider vs. Royal League . 453 
Fullenwider vs. Supreme Coun- 


ee eer ae eee oe 390 
Fuller vs. Insurance Co.. ..... 363 
Fuller vs. Linzee... ... ... ... 854 
Furniture Co. vs. Hardaway.... 313 


Gage vs. Raitway Co.. .. .. ... 152 
GOIG Va; LOWiRs.. 60c6s ouex 106, 107 
Gamble vs. Assurance Co....... 188 
Gambs vs. Insurance Co.....855, 856 
Gans vs. Insurance Co.. ... ... 633 
Garland vs. Insurance Co... ... 1047 
Gaslight Co. vs. Green... ..... 248 
Gaslight Co. vs. Insurance Co.. 430 
Gaut vs. Supreme Council... ... 390 


German Fire Ins. Co. vs. Board 
of Com’rs of Shawnee Co.. 821 


Gettelman vs. Assurance Co... 212 
Gibson vs. Hardware Co.... ... 313 
CNOE Wis TAB ck isc ckk Ciens 490 
CINOt GR: SOOM is < ca wee cons 234 
Glanz vs. Gloeckler... ... .... 406 
Glendale Man. Co. vs. Protec- 
CH BN COs ce. ecids cc ceee 110 
Glendale Woolen Co. vs. Protec- 
GIGT UNGe COii.kc sc ceeeces 101 
Globe Insurance Co. vs. Wolff.. 141 
Goddard vs. Chase.... 2... see. 669 
Goddard vs. Insurance Co... ... 650 
Goodeno vs. Hutchinson.... ... 538 
Goodrich vs. Stevens... ... ... 24 
Gorell vs. Insurance Co.. .. ..1028 
Gould vs. Emerson... .. .. ... 652 
Gould vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 801 
Grace vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 520 
Grand Lodge vs. Kohler.. .. .. 321 
Grand Lodge vs. Wieting.. .. . 336 
Grattan vs. Insurance Co.153, 
285, 297 
Girne VR REG es Sues. ecw dss 705 
Gray vs. Insurance Co.. ... ..1016 
Green. Vay GreOis as ice: csc. Sees 885 
Greere vs. Insurance Co.... .. 23° 
Griesemer vs. Insurance Co.... 342 
Griges vs. Houston.. .. .. .. .. BV 
Grimlev vs. Harold... ... ... . 316 
Gristock vs. Insurance Co.. ..1047 
Griswold vs. Railroad Co.. .... 291 
Griswold vs. Sawver.. .. .. .. 871 
Groesbeck vs. Railwav Co.. ... 911 
Gross vs. Insurance Co.. ..... 1952 


Grubbs vs. State... ... ... ... 8% 


PAGE 
Guenzburger vs. Insurance Co.. 73 
Guhl vs. Whitcomb... ... ..... 257 
Guilmartin vs. Wood... ....... 912 
Guinn vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 650 


Gulf C. & S. F. R. Co. vs. Ellis 
608, 609, 610, 613 
Gunther vs. Liverpool & L. & G. 

BIS COi is ii he nek:aeees 575 
Gwin vs. Association... ... ... 82 
Hadley vs. Insurance Co.... .. 1047 
Hale vs. Mechanics’ Mut. Fire 

Re Cs. Ka we eh eatuness 109 
Hall vs. Association... .... ... 974 
Hall vs. Railroad Co.. .. .. .. 436 
Halle vs. Insurance Co... ...... 774 


Hiamilton vs. Association .. .. 295 

Hamilton vs. Insurance Co...48, 
329, 582, 829 

Hamm Realty Co. vs. New 


Hampshire Fire Ins. Co. .. 519 
Hampson vs. Taylor... .. Seed 844 
Hann vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 252 
Harding vs. Hagar.-... ...... 31, 32 
Hardware Co. vs. Wallace... .. 969 
Hardy vs. Fothergill... ....... 550 


Hardy vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 461 
Harnden vs. Insurance Co... .. 190 


Harrington vs. Murphv... .... 549 
Harris vs. Eagle Fire Co....... 474 
Harris vs. Insurance Co...548. 1053 
Harris vs. Society.. . 636, 6°7, 
638, 797 
Hart ve. Moultom.. ... «+ -«+ 3 
Hart vs. Railroad Corp.. --- 486 


* Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. ‘Chi- 
7 


cago, M. & St. P. R. Co.... 301 


Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Pee- 
bles Hotel Co.. .. 365 
Hartford Steam Boiler “Insp. & 
Ins: Co. ve Cartier... ..c5s 566 
Haskin vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 647 
Havens vs. Insurance Co. .430, 1047 
Havden vs. Peirce.... ... ccece 5AT 
Haves vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 548 
Haves vs. Missouri... .... .... 659 


Haynie vs. Knights pegiemetat 


ete., Indemnity Co.. gene 
Havward vs. Insurance ‘Co Rive vat 8°9 
Heacslev vs. Heaslev... ... ... 719 
Hellenherg vs. District No. 1... 829 
Henderson vs. Insurance Co.... 872 
Herkimer vs. Rice... ... ..ceees 807 
Hermann vs. Insurance Co.... 590 
Heron vs. Insvrance Co.. .. .. 871 


Herrman vs. Insurance Co..278, 490 
Herrman vs. Merchants’ Ins. 

Rircwiks Cokin etewen. ceeeonenne 357 
Hester vs. Hunnicnvtt.. .. .. .. 248 
Hexter vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 269 
Hoevwnnd vs. Association... ... 1°9 
Hibheler vs. Gutheart.. .. .. .. 188 
Hickerson vs. Insurance Co.... 583 








1144 


PAGE 


Higginson vs. Dall... .. ..111, 1017 


Hildebrandt vs. Ames.. .. .. .. 854 
ee SNS is bs cae She ue en 717 
Hinckley vs. Insurance Co..... 77 
oS ee 322 
Hoadley vs. Hammond.... ..... 248 
Hoare vs. Bremridge... ....... 546 
Hodgson vs. Insurance Co..... 363 


Hoeft vs. Supreme Lodge...319, 322 
Hoffman vs. Indemnity Co 193 
Hoffman vs. Insurance Co. .378, 490 


ee. eee 1068 
Holbrook vs. Insurance Co.... 807 
Hollis vs. Insurance Co.... 1036 
Hollis vs. Richardson. . 652 
Holloman vs. Insurance Co.. .. 251 
Holmes vs. Insurance Co.. .. . 272 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Baltimore 
oe 6 re 816 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Morse x OLS 
Hood vs. Hartshorn... .. ...48, 50 
Hooper vs. Insurance Co... ... 162 


Hooper vs. Robinson.. .. .. .. 548 


Hope vs. Johnston.. ... ... ... 208 
Hopkins vs. Assurance Co.. ... 505 
Hopkins vs. Insurance Co.. ... 858 
Hough vs. City Fire Ins. Co.... 110 
Hough vs. Insurance Co....... 1017 
Howell vs. Adams... ... ... .. 381 
oe a ae re xt 


Hoxie vs. Insurance Co... ..... 967 
Hubbard vs. Insurance Co.. .. 884 
Huck vs. Insurance Co... ... .. 173 


Hugg vs. Banking Co.......... 173 
Hughes vs. Insurance Co... ... 911 
Hutchinson vs. Insurance Co... 48 
Hynds vs. Insurance Co... .... 820 


Imperial Fire Ins. Co. vs. Coos 


I ee ere 79 
Indemnity Co. vs. Fletcher.. .. 193 
Indemnity Co. vs. Jarman... .. 390 
Indemnity Mut. Marine Assur. 

Co. of London vs. United Oil 

Ge nokkad Keeeeseees Lanes 25 
Ingraham vs. Railroad Co... .. 586 
In re Boardman... . 652 
en emer 652 
In re Heilbron’s Estate... ..... 862 
In re LaSolidarite Mut. Ben 

Gs 668 3050 es 5S pe oEs 890 
eee ere 861, 863 
a 
ie ee . 652 
In Te Vem NOPMAR... 2.0 ceases 223 
Bae BG We eee hic. BKK. io sis crewed 853 
Insurance Co. vs. Allen .. ..58, 65 
Insurance Co. vs. Amos .1071, 1072 
Insurance Co. vs. Bachelder 

197, 228, 424 
Insurance Co. vs. Bachler.. . 166 
Insurance Co. vs. Bailey. . 546 
Insurance Co. vs. 


Baker. ..153, 529 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 

BM ax. Kes. 


Cases and Authorities Cited, 1902. 


PAGE 
Insurance Co. vs. Barbour. .12, 269 
Insurance Co. vs. Barriner . ..1047 
Insurance Co. vs. Bell.. ere 
Insurance Co. vs. Boardman. .. 909 
Insurance Co. vs. Bohn.. .. .. 921 
Insurance Co. vs. Bowen. .197, 199 
Insurance Co. vs. Boykin. .192, 666 
Insurance Co. vs. Brodie... .. . 153 
Insurance Co. vs. Brown. ..82, 666 
Insurance Co. vs. Bush.. . . .. 4380 
Insurance Co. vs. Cable. ..545, 546 
Insurance Co. vs. Caldwell .. . 875 
Insurance Co. vs. Catchings 
58, 59, 65, 310, 338, 912 
Insurance Co. vs. Chase.. ea, 
Insurance Co. vs. Chew.. . 1037 
Insurance Co. vs. Clancy. .. .. 734 
Insurance Co. vs. Clark.. os Oke 
Insurance Co. vs. Cochran.. .. 199 
Insurance Co. vs. Cohen. - « 842 
Insurance Co. vs. Cooke.. .167, 429 
Insurance Co. vs. Coons.. ... . 816 
Insurance Co. vs. Copeland .57, 338 
3 Insurance Co. vs. Crockett... ..1066 
Insurance Co. vs. Davis.. . . 961 
Insurance Co. vs. De Graff. . 726 
Insurance Co. vs. De Jarnett. . 310 
Insurance Co. vs. Delpeuch... . 844 
Insurance Co. vs. Dick.. .-. 546 
Insurance Co. vs. Dowdall .875, 903 
Insurance Co. vs. Drackett. 178 
361, 362, 366 
Insurance Co. vs. Drake.. .. 813 
Insurance Co. vs. Duvall.. . 899 
Insurance Co. vs. Eggleston 
760, 1035 
Insurance Co. vs. Hicholtz.. .. 957 
Insurance Co. vs. Eshelman . . 153 
Insurance Co. vs. Estes. . . 1066 
Insurance Co. vs. Ewing. .. 966 
Insurance Co. vs. Felrath . .65, 82 
Insurance Co. vs. Fischer.. ... 821 
Insurance Co. vs. Flack.. .. .. 403 
Insurance Co. vs. Fletcher 294, 295 
Insurance Co. vs. Fogarty . . . 173 
Insurance Co. vs. Garlington 
166, 175 
Insurance Co. vs. Gerisch .193, 843 
Insurance Co. vs. Gibbons .813, 865 
Insurance Co. vs. Glasgow 
Electric Light & Power Co. 429 
Insurance Co. vs. Grace.. . 1072 
Insurance Co. vs. Gridley. . 509 
Insurance Co. vs. Grunert 667, 1051 
Insurance Co. vs. Hall.. . 1047 
Insurance Co. vs. Hammang. .1047 
Insurance Co. vs. Harris. .. .. 717 
Insurance Co. vs. Hart 714, 717, 875 


vs. Hartwell. . . 519 
vs. Harvey .. ..1067 
vs. Hayden’s 

sa EN» elec, C5tet 











3 recy ema mh 


eee 


TPN Ck 





Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 


Cases and Authorities Cited, 1902. 


vs. Haynes . 
vs. Healey. 
vs. Hebard . 
vs. Hodgson. . 
ve. Hogan... «. 
vs. Holcombe . 
vs. Horton . 
vs. Houser .. 
vs. Howie. . . 
vs. Hudnut.. . 
vs. Hughes .. 


vs. Ireland... . 
vs. Jarboe. .. 
vs. Jeary... .. 


vs. Johnson .647, 


vs. Johnston.149, 


vs. Jones.. ..1038 Insurance Co. vs. 
vs. Kearney. . 717 Insurance Co. vs. 
vs. Kimberly . 77 Insurance Co. vs. 
vs. Kuhlman . . 198 

vs. Kyle. .. . 658 Insurance Co. vs. 
vs. Lambert 518, 519 Insurance Co. vs. 
vs. Lansing. 198, 199 Insurance Co. vs. 
vs. Lawrence . . 74 Insurance Co. vs. 
vs. Leslie... . . 361 CS ee Ore er 
vs. Lesser. . .66, 339 Insurance Co. vs. 
vs. Liggett. .197, 

198, 199 Insurance Co. vs. 
vs. Lippold. .. . 190 Insurance Co. vs. 
vs. Lyman. .133, Insurance Co. vs. 

994, 1009 Insurance Co. vs. 

vs. McConkey Insurance Co. vs. 

509, 518, 935 Insurance Co. vs. 

vs. McIntyre Insurance Co. vs. 

175, 176, 177, 179, 180 Insurance Co. vs. 

vs. McLoon... .. 363 Insurance Co. vs. 

vs. McMaster Insurance Co. vs. 
418, 419, 995 

vs. McMurdy. .. 153 Insurance Co. vs. 

vs. Mahone .. .. 141 Insurance Co. vs. 

vs. Martin.1020, 1047 Insurance Co. vs. 

vs. Merritt. . 911 Insurance Co. vs. 


vs. Monroe.. 


vs. Montague.548, 


PAGE 


. 730 Insurance Co. 
. 372 Insurance Co. 
. 865 Insurance Co. 
. 363 

. 844 Insurance Co. 
. 188 Insurance Co. 
. 782 Insurance Co. 
. 680 Insurance Co. 
. 796 Insurance Co. 
. 273 Insurance Co. 
..1066 Insurance Co. 
ve. Hull. . .396, 
Wee BERG. ece 2s 
Wik: ERED ok cca 


361 Insurance C 


802 Insurance Co. 
310 Insurance Co. 
.854 Insurance Co. 
. 268 Insurance Co. 
. 188 Insurance Co. 
Insurance Co. 
827, 1047 Insurance Co. 
990 Insurance Co. 


Vs. 
vs. 
vs. 


vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
Vs. 
VS. 
Vs. 
vs. 
oO. VS. 
Vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
vs. 
VS. 
vs. 


1145 
PAGE 
Olmstead . .1047 
Osborn. .. .. 238 
Owen’s Adm’r 
729, 730 
Patterson . . 270 
Payne. . . . 936 
Polleys.. . . 726 
Raddin. . . . 529 
Randolph.. . .238 
Rollins... . .. 425 
Rosenfield. . 530 
Rowe. .. ... 729 
Russell. . . . 153 
Sammons . . 520 
Schaffer. . . 650 


Schallman. . 903 
Schneider . . 965 
Schreck... . . 177 
Schueller . .1054 
Shoemaker . 520 


Simmons. . . 820 
Spankneble .1038 
Spiers. ..441, 
729, 813 
Stinson .919, 922 
Swank. ... 650 
Terry .52, 512, 513 
The ©. Kk, 
=e 
Thomas 
1008, 1027 
Tillis.. . .65, 66 
Tomlinson. .1039 
Unsell. .. ..1035 
Van Campen. 372 
Walter... . 466 
Water... ...5.. 3 
Webb. . 509, 524 
Weill. .. . . 884 
Weiss... .. .. 178 
Wells.. ..77, 
79, 362, 366, 367 
Whitford... . 820 
Wilder... . . 482 
Wilgers .. ..1066 
Wilkinson 


813 131, 132, 134, 141, 149, 153 285 441 


899 Insurance Co. 


vs. 


Williams. . . 815 


vs. Moore . .362, 430 Insurance Co. vs. Wiswell. . . 936 

vs. Morris. . . . 58 Insurance Co. vs. Wolff. . .136, 795 

vs. Mowrey .722, Insurance Co. vs. Yates.. .. .. 730 
995, 1008 Insurance Co. vs. Young. . .57, 

vs. Munger .. ..1067 58, 66, 313 

vs. Myers.. .. .. 503 Insurance Co. vs. Young ’s 

vs. Neiberger.. . 419 AGH <0... , -772, 773 

vs. Newman. . . 548 Insurance Co. of North America 

vs. Nicklas.. . . 936 vs. Hibernia Ins. Co.. .. .. 354 

vs. Nill... ... ... 520 Insurance Office vs. Varble.. .. 815 


vs. Norton . .66, 


vs. Noyes. 


Investment Co. vs. Woodworth. 908 
132, 135, 141, 339, 957, 1035 Ireton vs. Ireton 


ere ee 725 
. 233 Irving vs. Manning. ...180, 363, 472 
Ve. GREES. . 2s. 


65 Irwin vs. Insurance Co.. ... .. 854 


OILS OTe eae 


f 

i 

i 
| 








1146 Cases and Authorities Cited, 1902. 


PAGE 
Jackson vs. Blanton... ..... .. 152 
Jackson vs. St. Paul F. & M. 
Rs Mh 60 26k ods). e es eda 354 
James vs. Insurance Co.....658, 661 
Janneck vs. ene Life 
ee 007, 473 
Jeffries vs. Insurance Co. ae leis 524 
Jennings vs. Chenango Mut. 
Pere fae: OB... 2. os sodkh, 15 
Jennings. vs. Insurance Co. .392, 
1017, 1021, 1022 
Jerdee vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 633 
Jerrett vs. Insurance Co....... 232 
John Hancock Mut. L. Ins. Co. 
vs. Farren.. ... ‘ . 609 
Johnson vs. Christian. sa oe 
Johnson vs. Cunningham. “~ »p ae 
Johnson vs. Insurance Co... .. 587 
Johnson vs. Mosher.... ... ... 671 
Jones vs. Association. ... .. . 238 
Jones ve. Giibert.. .. «2+. oss» 100 
Jones vs. Railway Co......... 211 
Jones vs. Timmons... .. 5 aie Oe 
Jory vs. Supreme Council... bean 317 
gudah ve. Randal... ... .s» 173, 174 
Kalmutz vs. Insurance Co..122, 123 
Keels vs. Association... ... ... 936 
Kehler vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 520 
Kelsey vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 967 
Kempton vs. Insurance Co.. .. 249 
Kenaston vs. Lorrig.... ...... 807 
Kendall vs. Green... .. ... ... 540 
eM a cowideeseeene 1068 
Kentzler vs. Association... ... 191 
Kenyon vs. Association... .. .. 284 
Kerr vs. Association... ... ... 506 
Kettenbach vs. Association.... 449 
Kickland vs. Wooden Ware Co.. 699 
Kidder vs. Indemnity Co.. ... 632 
Killen vs. Barnes. oa we Oa 
Killian vs. Railroad Co.. eT. 
J re 301 
Kircher vs. Insurance Co.. ... 213 
Kleis vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. . 722 
Knapp vs. Insurance Co.. le 11 
Knights of Pythias vs Cogbill. 153 
Knights of Pythias vs. Kalinski 961 
Kostelecky vs. Scherhart... ... 677 
Kratzenstein vs. Western Assur. 
Co.. a ee 
Krouse vs. Busacker. . santa Ge 
Kruger vs. Insurance Co Kee eee 1047 
Krumm vs. Insurance Co... ... 309 
Kuhns vs. Railroad Co.. .. ... 671 
Kuney vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 308 
Kyte vs. Assurance Co......... 548 
Lachner vs. Salomon... ... ... 629 
Lamvphere vs. Grand Lodge.... 454 
SME CO. WE, TOWABs 6s. bac cases 795 
EMME RTAL VE. TUR sie ics cvcvce 332 
Landon vs. Insurance Co. .. .. 935 
Lane vs. Insurance Co......... 77 


PAGE 
Langan vs. Legion of Honor... 390 
Leach vs. Insurance Co..... ... 1047 
Lehnen vs. Dickson... ... .... 500 
Leman vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 936 


Lenz vs. Whitcomb.. .. .. .... 211 
Leonard vs. Insurance Co.. .. 585 
Lerow vs. Wilmarth... ... ... 888 
Levine vs. Insurance Co....50, 222 
Levister vs. Railway Co....202, 704 


Lewis vs. Insurance Co..... 635, 
636, 637, 650, 1066 
Fe yy rr 211 
Light vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 817 
Lindner vs. Insurance Co...165, 174 
Lipman vs. Insurance Co... .. 380 
Livesey vs. Hotel Co.. .. ..... 228 
Lobdill vs. Association.... .... 161 
Locke vs. Williamson... .. .... 416 
Lockwood vs. Assurance Co.... 552 
Lockwood vs. Insurance Co..404, 830 
Loeb vs. Columbia Twp... .... 599 
Loeb vs. Insurance Co.... .... 1067 
ie re 509 
Loud va. Water: Co. ...00 see os 508 

Louisville & N. R. Co. vs. Com. 
409, 412 
Loventhal vs. Insurance Co...1066 
T0OWE VE. TRODGRB... oss cee vee 
Pe a | rrr 848 
Lowrey ve. Adams... ... ... .. 28 
Luhrs vs. Luhrs.. .. .. eoee 838 
Lumber Co. vs. Comstock. ye wer 1028 
Lumber Co. vs. Mihills.. .. ... 212 
Lynch vs. Forbes... .. .. .. ... 452 
Lyons vs. Insurance Co..... .. 584 


McAllaster vs. Insurance Co... 946 
McAllister vs. Insurance Co.... 460 


McBee vs. Bowman... ... .... 152 
McCarthy vs. Insurance Co.... 650 
McCorkle vs. Doby....... «see. 202 
McCreary vs. Hart... ..... -- 125 
McCullough vs. Insurance Co.. 658 
McDermott vs. Jackson... .... 629 
McDowell vs. Insurance Co.. .. 372 
McEvoy vs. Insurance Co... .. 425 
McFarland vs. Association... .. 192 
McGraw vs. Insurance Co... .. 667 
McIntire vs. Insurance Co.. .. 987 
McKenzie vs. Insurance Co.. .. 151 
McLean vs. Hess... ... ‘oa ee 
MeMaster vs. Insurance Co... . 419 
McQuillan vs. Association... .. 798 
McQuillan vs. Same... .... ... 635 
Macdonald vs. Longbottom.. .. 24 
Magoun vs. Illinois Trust & Sav. 

ie a kawen cee. West 617 
Maher vs. Hibernia Ins. Co.. .. 115 
Maher vs. Insurance Co... .... 1022 


Maier vs. Association. .288, 294, 295 

Mamlock vs. Fairbanks.. ..416, 418 

Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. 
GN 55. 6%. ves dees Oe 











f 





Cases and Authorities Cited, 1902. 1147 


PAGE 
Manning vs. Insurance Co.. ... 843 
Manufacturing Co. vs. Bagley . 345 
ee Co. vs. Gunder- 
son. a a 
Manwaring - vs. Jenison... “ . 670 
Marine Ins. Co. vs. Hodgson... - 472 
Marsh vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 541 
Marshall vs. Insurance Co.. ..1047 
Marthinson vs. Insurance Co... 668 
Martin vs. Stubbings.. .. .. ... 322 
Matthes vs. Association... .... 238 
Matthews vs. Am. Central Ins. 


Maynard vs. Vanderwerker.. .. 317 
Meadows vs. Insurance Co. .. . 936 
Mears vs. Insurance Co... .. .. 820 
Merchants’ Life Ass’n vs. Yoa- 
OM Giisen Kile oes tke skews 608 
Merrett vs. Insurance Co.. ... 246 


Messelback vs. Norman. 113, "1019 
Messer vs. United Workmen.. 390 
Mesterman vs. Insurance Co. ..1047 


Michael vs. Insurance Co... ... 25 
Miles vs. Association... ... ... 635 
Milkman vs. Insurance Co.. ..1037 
Millard vs. Brayton.... ....348, 854 
Miller vs. Insurance Co.. .. ... 147 
Mining Co. vs. Stoop.. .. .. ... 725 


Missouri, K. & T. Trust Co. vs. 


German Nat. Bank... .... 990 
Missouri vs. Lewis. . ae kate 
Mitchell vs. Association. . “ee 
Moan Vs. NOrmile... 06 cccscss 322 
Modern Woodmen vs. Lane.. .. 198 


Monteleone vs. Insurance Co... 165 
Montgomery vs. Insurance Co. 
268, 269, 899 
Moody vs. Insurance Co.....361, 
362, 366, 367 
Moore vs. Association... ... .. 390 
Moore vs. Insurance Co.....540, 866 


Morrell vs. Insurance Co....... 365 
Morrill vs. Alden.. .. . . 235 
Morrison vs. Insurance Co. 650, "1047 
BROPOD WGy TEN oc Keds cccccves 629 
Mosness vs. Insurance Co. .. .. 221 
Motley vs. Insurance Co....... 82 
Moulor vs. Insurance Co.... ... 149 
Mowry vs. Rosendale... ... ... 286 
Mudd vs. Insurance Co.... .... 442 
Murphy vs. Hindman... ... ... 725 
Murphy vs. Insurance Co... ... 176 


Mutual Assur. Soc. vs. Scottish 
Tinion & National Ins. Co.. 520 
Mutval Benefit Life Ins. Co. vs. 
SeROIOR Ms. e- Saee nae 53 
Mutual Fire Ins. Co. vs. Coates- 
ville Shoe Factory. . ate 
Mynard vs. Railroad Co. Race wes 490 


PAGE 
Nave vs. Insurance Co..... 164, 173 
Neafie vs. Indemnity Co... .... 162 
Nelson vs. Insurance Co....147, 
148, 738 
Neuchatel Asphalte Co. vs. The 
MR Fici6 caatustee. enctead 91 


N. Y. Cent. Ins. Co. vs. National 
Protection Ins. Co.. .. 

New York Ins. Co. vs. Thomas. 110 

New York L. Ins. Co. vs. Cra- 


vens. eae re 
New York Life ‘Ins. Go. vs. 
3 WU Ss nocd ae: vas nen 139 
New York L. Ins. Co. vs. Hill- 
Ce TE ae ay 604 
New York L. Ins. Co. vs. Orlopp 
608, 613, 624 
New York L. Ins. Co. vs. Stat- 
ham.. 563 
Newark Mach. Co. Vs. ‘Kenton 
BU Oe inbes cece tam ces 
Newcomb vs. Insurance Co..... 435 
Newell vs. Nichols.. .. .. 854 
Newman vs. Association.. . 890, 892 
Nicholas vs. Railroad Co.. .... 490 
Nickell vs. Insurance Co... .658, 
826, 827 
Nickerson vs. Insurance Co.. .1042 
WOIGGN WE. AMON so cs, Ses. cecss 617 
Nicoud vs. Wagner... ... ....- 211 
Wipole’s ABDGE). << 20s. cee cues 888 


Norris vs. Hartford Ins. Co.... 487 
Northern Assur. Co. vs. Grand 
View Bldg. Ass’n..297, 802, 

827, 875, 1010, 1011, 1029 

Northrup vs. Insurance Co.. .. 519 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

vs. Germania Fire Ins. Co.. 633 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. 
vs. Rochester German Ins. 


Cia cds:ccidsa-e seeee hae . 183 
Nugent vs. Association... ..... 342 
Nutting vs. Herbert... ... ... . 539 
TENG Vi BOs. bcs 500 cewdinn 452 
Oakes vs. Insurance Co.. . 548 


Oakland Home Fire Ins. Co. ys. 
Bank of Commerce... .. .. 908 


Oates vs. National Bank. awa ate 131 
Obermeyer vs. Insurance Co... 177 
Oberne vs. Burke... ... ... 466, 467 


O’Brien vs. Society. ....284, 285, 297 
O’Connor vs. Insurance Co.667, 1051 
O’Farrell vs. Insurance Co... . 285 


Ohage vs. Insurance Co... .... 181 
O’Keefe vs. Insurance Co... ... 175 
Orient Ins. Co. vs. Daggs.. .... 609 


7 Oshkosh Packing & Provision 


Co. vs. Mercantile Ins. Co... 165 


Osterloh vs. Insurance Co... .. 1038 

Tenens. VR TOO ok oc ed comes 24 Ostrom vs. Greene... ... ....+- 328 
National Harrow Co. vs. E. Cr We TOG oo ck cre ncseas 249 
Bement & Sons... ... ... . 370 Owens vs. Holland Ins. Co..... 114 


bi 








1148 Cases and Authorities Cited, 1902. 


PAGE 
Owens vs. Insurance Co.... ... 1020 
Paddock vs. Railway Co... .... 832 
Paden vs. Briscoe... ... ... .. 858 
Pain ve. Societe... 0.6 sse<s 390, 453 
Paine vs. Wilcox. bt 629 


Palatine Ins. Co. vs. Weiss. 164, 165 
Palmer Sav. Bank vs. Ins. Co. 

of North America... ... ... 83 
Paper Co. vs. Langley... ... .. 885 
Park vs. Modern Woodmen... . 719 
Parker vs. Insurance Co....212, 387 


Parmelee vs. Simpson... ...... 522 
Parno vs. Insurance Co... ..... 248 
Patrick vs. Insurance Co.. .. 388 
Patten vs. Insurance Co.... 1047 
Patton vs. Assurance Corp..... 188 
Peabody vs. Satterlee... ... ... 837 
Pelzer Mfg. Co. vs. Sun Fire 

Office. eh 43 
People vs. "Adirondack ‘Railway 

TDs ke: Aceh. was 6.60l Re 355 


People vs. Globe Mut. Ins. Co... 372 
People vs. Knickerbocker Life 
i. eee wer ae 
eo ee Se 346 
Perry vs. Insurance Co...73, 82, 


1046, 1047 
Peter vs. Railway Co... ...... 346 
Peterson vs. Association... ... 738 
Petrie vs. Trustees. eer 
Pettit vs. Insurance Co. : 254 
Philadelphia Ins. Co. vs. " ‘Wash- 
ington Ins. Co. ‘ aye) a 
Phillips vs. Insurance Co ere '1052 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Erie & W. 
Transp. Co. con . 436 


Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Michigan 
Southern & Northern I. R. 


sacs ceon See NEw Leewnas 522 
Pheenix Life Ins. Co. vs. Raddin 131 
Pickering vs. Dowson. : 106 
Pickett vs. German Ins. Co.. 647 
Pingrey vs. Insurance Co.. 404, 

406, 652 
sg tr eer 203 
Pitney vs. Insurance Co........ 82 
Pitt vs. Insurance Co... ... ... 504 
Place vs. Merrill. dsc Gk aa 
Platt vs. Insurance Co. 946 
Plumb vs. Cattaraugus Ins. Co. 


115, 120 
Plumb vs. Insurance Co.... 252, 

796, 1021 
Pokrefky vs. Association... ... 390 
Pollock vs. Cohen... ... .:. .. 522 
Pollock vs. Insurance Co. .. .. 384 
Pope vs. Insurance Co..... 349, 912 


Powell vs. Edmunds.. .. .. ... 106 
Presbyterian Mut. Assur. Fund 
| rr 
Prescott va. Norris.... ... ..s. 233 
Preston vs. Insurance Co... .. 538 


PAGE 
Preston vs. Merceau... ... .... 106 
Pringle vs. Insurance Co.. .... 249 
Providence-Washington Ins. Co. 


vs. Board of Education of 

Morgantown School Dist.... 17 
Pudritzky vs. Knights of Honor 153 
Queen Ins. Co. vs. Jefferson Ice 

Co. 58 Cie acer otal 430 
Quick vs. . Sachsse.. pet . 228 
Quinlan vs. Insurance Co.. 650, 1019 
Quinlan vs. Providence-Wash- 


RON TAB. CO. s cees cece 113 
Quong Tue Sing vs. Assurance 

ROD 6055 oN aceaa ek ae eee 520 
Railroad Co. vs. Blackmar.. .. 25 
Railroad Co. vs. Chicago. ... . 660 
Railroad Co. vs. Derby.. .. .. 17 
Railroad Co. vs. Ellerman. . . 767 
Railroad Co. vs. Ellis.. ...660, 832 
Railroad Co. vs. Glenny.. .. .. 436 
Railroad Co. vs. Harris... .. .. 332 
Railroad Co. vs. Herrick. .. .. 659 


Railroad Co. vs. Humes. . 659, 660 


Railroad Co. vs. Jurey. .. .. . 436 
Railroad Co. vs. King.. .. .. . 902 
Railroad Co. vs. Mackey. .659, 660 
Railroad Co. vs. Mathews.. ... 832 
Railroad Co. vs. New York . . 659 
Railroad Co. vs. Paul...... 832 
Railroad Co. vs. Trimble... .. .. 25 
Railroad Co. vs. Wilder... .. .. 341 
Railway Co. vs. Kolb.. .. .. 313 
Rainsbarger v Association. 890, 892 
Randall vs. Tuell SO ae 31 
Ranspach vs. Insurance Co.. .. 801 
Rathbone vs. Railroad Co... .. 283 
Rathway Sav. Inst. vs. Irving 
St. Baptist Church. .. .. .. 670 
Rayner vs. Wilson... ... ... . 961 
Redfield vs. Insurance Co...... 548 
Reed vs. Insurance Co..48, 231, 
232, 540, 585, 1046 
Reese vs. Association... .. .. .. 734 
Reilley vs. Insurance Co....... 430 
Reisz vs. Supreme Council..... 213 
Retterer vs. Insurance Co... .. 362 
SEO WH, TEOUBOR 56. bcc. k:60cics0 540 
Rice vs. Deposit Co... ... ..... 6385 
Rice’s Adm’r vs. Rice... .... .. 739 
Richardson vs. Association.. .. 859 


Rickerson vs. Hartford Fire Ins. | 


Riggs vs. Association. cies eee 
Riggs vs. Commercial Mut. Ins. 

Riess. tae Sc 476 
Ritter vs. Insurance ‘Co.. . 504, 

505, 509 

Ritter vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 52 

Rittlor vs: Beith... ... sc. os GEA 

Robbins vs. Insurance Co... ..1020 
Robbins vs. Springfield Fire 


Ce ye _ IR TTE 











' 
. 


OTL ETE ET I SRE EN 


| 


Cases and Authorities Cited, 1902. 1149 


PAGE 
Roberts vs. Insurance Co... ... 1047 
Robertson vs. French... .. ... 106 
Robinson vs. Hurst... ... .... 403 


Robinson vs. Insurance Co.363, 680 
Rockwell vs. Insurance Co.636, 637 
Rodocanachi vs. Elliott... .... 24 


Rohrbach vs. Germania Ins. Co. 
115, 285, 292, 293, 296 

Rohrbach vs. Insurance Co.548, 
1020, 1022 

Rohrback vs. German Fire Ins. 

COG fik Vevcae So wewe eee we 114 
Rolling Mill Co. vs. Harris.. .. 381 
Roper vs. Lendon... ... ...... 48 
Ross vs. Insurance Co.... .... 36 
Rothschild vs. Insurance Co... 520 
Rothschild vs. Railway Co.. .. 379 
Rowley vs. Empire Ins. Co..... 115 
Rowley vs. Insurance Co..1021, 1022 
Russell vs. Insurance Co...... 658 
Russell vs. Southward... ..... 131 
St. Clara Female Academy of 


Sinsinawa Mound vs. 
Northwestern Nat. Ins. Co. 165 
St. Louis, I. M. & S. R. Co. vs. 


PAGE 
Sims vs. Insurance Co... .. ...1051 
Smile we. Qaim. oe. cece 375 
Smith vs. Association... ..... 890 
SORAE EE Wik CO aire, ess ols eeees 859 
Smith vs. Cash. Mut. Ins. Co.. 122 
Smith vs. Galloway.... ... ... 390 
Smith vs. Heiskell.. .. .. .. .. 669 
Smith vs. Insurance Co. ..48, 1016 
Smith vs. Jeffreys... ... 106 
Smith vs. Niagara Fire Ins. ‘Co. 110 
Sneed vs. Assurance Co.. .. .. 905 
Society vs. Burkhart.. .. .. .. 321 
Society vs. Llewellyn. .. .. .. 524 
Society vs. Lupold... ... .. .. 322 
Society vs. McGregor. ear ar ee 
Society vs. Puryear’s Adm’ r. 
501, 739 
Souder vs. Society... ... ...... 404 
Southern Building & Loan Ass’n 


vs. Anniston Loan & Trust 
CMnscck Sakeetateue awa sceae 82 
Splawn vs. Chew.. .... .... 322, 854 


Sprague vs. Insurance Co...285, 295 
Springfield Steam Laundry Co. 
vs. Traders’ Ins. Co....827, 987 


Pens Seu See wou, wenes 617 Staples vs. Brown..... ....... 547 
St. Louis Mut. Life ‘Ins. Co. vs. State vs. Bowers .. .. .. ..872, 873 
COUONGNGKS “cee some Sasedes 62 State vs. DOWNS... ....  ccises 540 
St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. State ve. Laudano.. .. .. .. i... OF 
Brunswick Grocery Co.. ..1071 State vs. Loomis... .......... 660 
Salem Bank vs. Gloucester State ve. Moore... .....06 scss 482 
RE ca" new ne eaeaee 109, 1016 State vs. Plaisted... ... ...... 552 
Sanders vs. Wakefield... ... .. 725 State vs. Pugh.... .... .... .. 363 
Sargeant vs. Insurance Co..722, 723 State vs. Smith... ... ... ..... 967 
Sawyer vs. Casualty Co.. .... 162 State vs. Young.............. 872 
Scarth vs. Society... ... ... .. 514 State Ins. Co. vs. Farmers’ Mut. 
Schauer vs. Insurance Co.. ... 519 Ins. CO... 6. cee cee veces 782 
Schmidt vs. West... ... . .... 545 Stayner vs. Society... ... ..... 12 
Schmurr vs. Insurance Co... .. 1036 Steele vs. Buel... ... ... ...-.. 862 
Schneider vs. Insurance Co.... 662 Steinmeyer vs. Steinmeyer.. .. 882 
Schreiber vs. Insurance Co.. ..1039 Stephens vs. Southern Pac. Co... 301 
Schrepfer vs. Insurance Co.... 223 Stephenson vs. Insurance Co... 47 
Schriber vs. LeClair... .. ... 1068 Stevens vs. Insurance Co...... 1067 
SeGhe Vi. ACee ses xs cds Kacec 47 Stewart vs. Association.147, 712, 738 
Scott vs. Ratliffe..... .... «-. 604 Stilwell vs. Insurance Co.. .... 520 
Secrist vs. Green... ... ... ... 604 Stockley vs. Benedict... ...... 957 
Seiders vs. Association. ... . 626 Stockwell vs. Campbell... ... ... 669 
Seiler vs. Association... . 504 Stone vs. Insurance Co..... 538, 553 
Seyk vs. Insurance Co. 174, 199, 430 Stone vs. Manning.. .. .. .. .. 152 
Shannon vs. Gore Mut. Ins. Co. 107 Stone vs. Moore... .... ... ... 677 
Shaw vs. McGregory.. .. ..... 540 Straker vs. Phenix Ins. Co.. .. 487 
Shaw vs. Pelton... ..< cso «sv 472 Strauss vs. Insurance Co.. .. .. 627 
Sheldon vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Sturm vs. Atlantic Mut. Ins. Co. 472 
les 2 Fo ceri ene, ata ees 110 Suber vs. Chandler... ... ... .. 882 
Sheldon vs. Insurance Co.. .1017 Suber vs. Railway Co..... ..... 682 
Shevlin vs. Association. 238, 239, 256 Sullivan vs. Railroad Co.. .. .. 544 
Shore vs. Wilson.. 2 24 Sun Fire Office vs. Clark... .361, 
Shugart vs. TRS. . .cc cosnas 671 362, 367 
Shurtleff vs. Millard... .... 233, 234 Sun Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Mississippi 
Silver vs. Assurance Co... .... 328 Vak Tratian. COe. 666 cscs cs 346 
Simonds vs. Railway Co... ... 965 Supervisors vs. Kennicott.. ... 500 
Simons vs. Association... .. .. 189 Supreme Council vs. McGinness 317 








1150 


PAGE 

Supreme Lodge K. of P. vs. 
Withers... . tee sae, aca 
Sutherland vs. Insurance Co.238, 249 
Swearingen vs. Insurance Co... 886 
Sweeney vs. Insurance Co...231, 967 


Sweetser vs. Shorter... ....... 313 
Tasker vs. Insurance Co... .... 538 
Tagior ve. Benham... «.. «+... Il 
Taylor Ve. RODINGOR... 02. sce 522 


Thayer vs. Insurance Co.. .. 
Thebaud vs. Insurance Co.. 
TRISIMAN VE. ORR... c0 000 
Thomas vs. Assurance Co... .. 
Thomas vs. Cochran 404, 858 
Thomas vs. Grand Lodge... ... 320 
Thomas vs. Thomas.. .. .. ... 838 
Thompson vs. Insurance Co. 

430, 929, 1027, 1028 
Knickerbocker L. 


Thompson vs. 
563 


Thompson vs. Phenix Ins. Co... 567 
Thompson vs. Smith.. .. .. .. 671 
Thorensen vs. Association... .. 12 


Thorndike vs. Memorial Ass’n.. 50 
Tisdell vs. New Hampshire Ins. 

Db Ske eeawee- seek abate 
Tobin vs. Society 
Towle vs. Insurance Co 
Towne vs. Fiske 
og. er ae 


962 
668 
670 
546 


see weer 


Transatlantic F. Ins. Co. vs. 
BE. 6:5, 3 e000 Role aia 578 
Transportation Co. vs. Kava- 
Natsu akeains Gace bee 313 
SEGRE WE ON ios: Seiksc sceews 873 
Trask vs. Insurance Co......... 191 
Travis vs. Insurance Co........ 772 


Trew vs. Assurance Co.... .... 
Trippe vs. P. F. Society... .. .. 
THIDDO VS. BOC «05 oan cae 
Tritschler vs. Association 
Trull vs. Roxbury Ins. Co 


Trust Co, va. Miller... .. 2. «0. OO 
"THUBIOOS VE. TEs. cece tes 370 
Tubb vs. Insurance Co... ..... 58 


Tullis vs. Railroad Co 
TOPE VO. WOOK ess < isticn, wees 
Turner vs. Casualty Co.. .. ... 
Turner vs. Wentworth.. soa OTD 
Turnpike Road Co. vs. Sanford. 659 
Turpie vs. Lowe 848 
Tuttle vs. Robinson 
Tvler vs. Webster 


Tyrell vs. Mayor, etc........... 

TWhrig vs. Insurance Co... ..49, 328 

Union Cent. L. Ins. Co. vs. 
Chowing... os sesee, O18 


Union Stock Yards & Transit 
Co. vs. Western Land & 
SIO Gs. Five: cds wee ON 


Cases and Authorities Cited, 1902. 


PAGE 
Union Trust Co. of St. Louis vs. 
Providence-Washington Ins. 


Ms csiv-y lebiuces) wks 6.66 eas 829 
United Firemen’s Ins. Co. vs 

ME ke an Sark anew 124 
United Life, F. & M. Ins. Co 

WE as: Kanon com weer 578 
Ri. ee I ON edie. acenun: osenes 843 
Vandevoort vs. Columbian Ins. 

[shes dnckea-wepens csaeus 115 
Vandervoort vs. Smith... ... ..1021 
Van Houten vs. Van Winkle... 35 
Van Schaick vs. Niagara Fire 

Be Rs 6.0.ks- cdaae, Sieben 115 


Van Schoick vs. Insurance Co. 
284, 1022, 1046 
Van Werden vs. Assurance Soc. 680 


Vergeront vs. Insurance Co.. .. 212 
Victor vs. Insurance Co........ 680 
Viele vs. Insurance Co.... .... 1020 
Von Wein vs. Insurance Co.... 520 


Wainer vs. Insurance Co...548, 550 
Wait vs. Association... ....... 
Wakefield vs. Insurance Co..... 213 
Waldman vs. Insurance Co..57, 310 


Walker vs. Insurance Co....... 647 
Wallace vs. T’nited States... .. 604 
Wl VO. TIBTIOY 605 csc coscscs 355 
Walsh vs. Association ... 550 
Walsh vs. Insurance Co.. 1019 
Walsh vs. Young... ... 547 
Walsh’s Adm’x vs. Insurance 

OPAC seieaties as akan Coes 1051 
Walston We: Ne@Vit. ...0 cscs. ses 659 
Ward vs. Insurance Co.... .... 967 
Warner vs. Benjamin... .... .. 416 
NU GETOR WE CABG. oc. 06:6 css cnt 1028 
Warren vs. Insurance Co..548, 1051 


Washington Mills Emerv Mfg. 
Co. vs. Weymouth & B. Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co 550 
Waters-Pierce Oil Co. vs. Texas 609 
Watertown Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Grover & Baker Sewing Ma- 


NS Gs sooo sited se sues 666 
Watson vs. Sutherland..... ... 543 
Webster vs. Insurance Co... ... 633 
Weed vs. Insurance Co... .. ... 897 


Weidert vs. Insurance Co... 1085 


Weimer vs. Association..... 147, 738 
Wells vs. Association.... ...... 856 
Wells vs. Gates... . . 379 


Welsh vs. Hartford Ins. Co.... 113 


PORE, WH, MRE a. ccescs. veces 233 
WOGE WE. BOCA. ccc éoc vcs 200 kOe 
Westenhaver vs. Insurarce Co. 50 
Western Assur. Co. vs. Doul et 
acs aaah ceca. <cames 106 
Weston VG. DAMGS..... 0.6 secs 105 
Wheeler vs. Insvrance Co.. ... 12 
Wheeler vs. McGuire....... 313, 350 
MU OOIOER WEs TO sinc skies: ee eis 381 





Cases and Authoritics Cited, 1902. 1151 


PAGE PAGE 

White vs. Ashton... .. ..996, 1009 Wolcott vs. Association... .... 162 

White vs. Walker.. .. ...996, 1009 Wood vs. American Fire Ins. Co. 114 

Whited vs. Insurance Co...285, Wood vs. Insurance Co...1019, 1020 

286, 295 Wood vs. McCain... ........ 57, 522 

Whiting vs. Burkhardt. ....973, 974 Woolen Mills Co. vs. Hawley... 671 

Whiting vs. Insurance Co.. ... 435 Worachek vs. Insurance Co.... 212 
Whitlatch vs. Casualty Co...... 935 Worcester Bank vs. Hartford 

Wierengo vs. Insurance Co.. .. 801 Pire: E86: COeic. kocsis 108, 1015 

Wilkinson vs. Insurance Co.147, 149 Workman vs. Insurance Co.692, 698 

Williams vs. Insurance Co..166, Worthington vs. Bearse... .... 77 

172, 174, 548, 680, 1047 Wunderlich vs. Insurance Co.. 211 

Williamson vs. Association..... 338 Wurts vs. Hoagland... ........ 659 

Wilson vs. Insurance Co....110, Wynkoop vs. Insurance Co..... 946 

231, 584, 585, 1016 Yahn vs. City of Ottumwa..... 677 

Wilson vs. Lawrence... ... ... 375 Young vs. Insurance Co... .... 161 


Wist vs. Grand Lodge... .. .... 390 Zalesky vs. Insurance Co... .. 946 








INDEX OF 


CASES 


REPORTED. 


Volumes I—-XI. New Series. 


Ackley vs. Phenix Ins. Co. sce 
Adair vs. Southern Mutual Ins. 

MI soancss Keieden. cosscescabae Miiap 
Adams vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. 

| eee ican. eee 
Adams vs. New York Bowery Fire 

Ins. Co..... Pennbekenkuasenices c 





Adams’ Adm’r vs. Reed et al... 
Adams et al. vs. Northwestern En- 


dowmentand Legacy Ass’n.....- XXV., 
Addis et al. vs. Addis. .............. XXVIL., 


Adkins vs. Globe Fire Ins. Co..XXVIIL., 
tna Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 
ee rr rr XXIX., 
®tna Ins. Co. vs. Holcomb..... secu ¥ op 
4®£tna Ins.Co. vs.McKernan et al. XX VIL., 


®tna Ins. Co. vs. McLead et al.....XXV., 
Etna Ins. Co. vs. Meyer ccomae e Asy 
Etna Ins. Co. vs. Norman. as cee ne 
Etna Ins. Co. vs. People’s Bank 
RE es 


Aitna Ins. Co. vs. Shacklett......XXIX., 


=ma Ins. Co. vs. Thompson etal. XX VITI., 


Ztna Ins. Co. et al. vs. Glas- 
gow Electric Light & Power 


Dvcetes:. seépeces. sovuauee XXVIII., 
€tna Ins. Co. et al. vs. Rosenberg 
PR GEks sass ned kes 


Etna Life Ins. ‘Co. vs. . Clough... oma dkxs 
#®tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Florida...... ZXV., 
4itna Life Ins. Co. vs Frierson..XXXI., 
®tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Hicks et 

Gisss. rcdesece:. b¥neetenaene XXIX., 
Etna Life Ins. Co. vs. Smith..XXVIIL., 
tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Herman 


Bis WOOD sien csacccssenccescdaa Vane 
#£tna Life Ins. Co. vs. Ward......... ways 
tna Life Ins. Co. of Hartford 

| a ee re 
Agen vs. ennereeee Life Ins. 

GOsrcoe sevvccee sescoccecser XXIX., 


Agnew vs. Farmers’ Mutual Pro 
tective Fire Ins. Co. of Town 
eee eee auVi.. 


Agricultural Ins, Co, vs. Fritz...XXVITI., 
Agricultural Ins. Co. vs. Hamilton.XXV., 
Agricultural Ins. Co. vs. Morrow. XXIV., 
Agricultural Ins. Co. vs. Potts......X XII., 
Ahlberg et al. vs. German Ins. Co.XXIL., 


Alabama Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Minchener..... eas vReehs, 
Alabama State Mutual Assur. 
Co. vs. Long Clothing & 
err XXVIIL., 
Alamo Fire Ins. Co. vs. ShacklettX XIITI., 
Albert et ux.vs. Mutual Life Ins. 


CPG BOO WON cnsnesscsesscs a V Ele, 
Albrecht et al. vs. People’s Life 

& Accident Ass’n.... ......XXXI., 
Alexander et al. vs. Parker........ XXIL., 
Alker et al. vs. Rhoads et al....XXXI., 


634 


833 
478 


352 
636 
288 


560 
833 
870 
669 
367 
611 


807 
960 
742 


671 
710 
336 
346 
509 
307 


909 
924 
799 
723 
455 


199 
592 


Allen vs. Hartford Life Ins. Co. 


CE Bbeccscce secnvesccccnseses XXIX.,1049 











Allen vs. Home Ins. Co. of New 

Welesss Scdabase cvienes me yey be 
Allen vs. Mi assachusetts Mut. Ace. 

Association ....... me ~XXVI., 316 
Allen vs. Thompson “XXIX., 672 
Allen et al. vs.German-American 

Bs iciusksdscecccvdcvunccdnucdeeenany OTe 
Alliance Co-operative Ins. Co. v 

BI 6068,0. S08. Khaw 943 
Allred et al. vs. Hartford Fire ‘Ins. 

Pebcsviie<s eaahawadenbehatenenen XVI., 882 
Aloe vs. Fidelity Mut. Life 

BET Bevces sovccce sseveoees XXIX., 679 
Aloe vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

Life Ass’n. -XXVIII., 293 
Alspaugh vs. British Ame rica 

Ins. Co. of Toronto, Can., etal. XXVII., 441 
Alston vs. Northwestern Live- 

| es ee © 4 
Alston vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of 

PDE kisccccndcntisnuss senna “Re 
Alter vs. Home Ins. Co.......XXVIII., 900 
American Acc, Co. vs. Carson.......XXV., 786 
American Acc. Co. vs. Clubb....... XXV., 876 
American Acc. Co.vs.Reigart......XXIII., 148 
American Acc.Ins, Co. vs.Norment.XXI., 301 
American Building & Loan Ass’ 

vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co. -o-+.-XXIV., 838 
American Casualty Ins.& Sec. Co. 

eo! = eer XXVI., 458 
American Central Ins. Co. vs. 

a XXVI., 718 
American Central Ins. Co. vs. 

PG Gio bakes eaan:s ossstaaeaes, S07 
American Central Ins. Co. vs. 

PINS Seine hewn sed dnxdsekoxsaiee XXV., 711 
American Central Ins. Co. vs. 

Murphy..... Seep SSSR cceune XXX., 924 
American Central ‘Ins. Co. vs. 

Rois cacsntuassscsioccne XXVII., 785 
American Central Ins. Co. et al. 

vs. Gerhardt W. J. Landau...XXVII., 276 
American Central Ins. Oo. et al. 

Cac kkgs senses. soe XXX., 1055 
American Credit Indemnity Co. 

vs. Carrollton Furn. Mfg. Co.XXVIII., 849 
American Credit Indemnity Co.vs 

RNIN incvnchcc sch sscacevs=s~s- Sees 868 
American Credit Indemnity Co. vs. 

EE eekasbinemiscansxedess XXV., 641 
American Employers’ Liability 

Ins. Co. vs. Sloss Iron & Steel 

RE anise uarmipachion dg tiilenenseol XXVII., 333 
American Employers’ Liability 

Ins. Co. et al. vs. Fordyce et al. XXVI., 461 
American Fire Ins. Co. vs. Bland.XXVI., 925 
American Fire Ins.Co. vs.Brooks 

GEN <iscntasmensspunessenennenecs XXVI., 3 
American Fire Ins. Co. vs 

Landfare et al............. “XXVIII, 187 
American Fire Ins. Co. vs. Sisk...XXVI., 458 


RTS SET LT 





—- 


8 
f 
| 
Q 
: 
‘ 


Index of Cases Reported. 


American Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 

Scan acudsensquccssasuvcansans XXVI., 860 
American Fire Ins. Co. of 

Phila. vs. Buford & George 

Implement Co....... seeees XXVIII., 91 
American Steam Boiler Ins. Co. 

vs.Chicago Sugar Refining Co.XXIII., 91 
American Surety Co. of New 


York vs. Pauly....... eceeees -XXIX., 38 
American Union Life Ins. Co. vs. 
WONG. 0066. cccce Seecavéaees XXIX., 863 
Ames-Brooks Co. vs. Aatna Ins. 
Disicsce ecan wetee. bnebeean XX., 802 
Amey vs. Granite State Fire 
FRB. GOiccce cevcecvceccceccse XXIX., 92 


Anders vs. Life Ins. Clearing Co.XXXI., 224 


Anderson vs. John Hancock Mut. 

Tee Ry Ciasincees +s droddaxees XXVI., 175 
Anderson vs. Manchester Fire 

BOR. O05 oi occ cecuncccececeststa Ve wae 
Anderson vs. Mutual Reserve 

Pane 1.300 BOG Gis iecccscccsise XXVII., 249 
Anderson vs. Supreme Council of 

Chosen Friends................ XXIII., 439 
Andrews vs. Union Central Life 

BE GOnicct sieuce) waceenewe XXX., 286 
Andrus et al. vs. oo Mut. 

Life Ins. Ass'n. vevcdunes GF 


Angier etal.v s. Western Assur. Co.XXVI., 795 
Annan vs. Hill Union Brewery 

GW ctinc: cones, exeunwncansces XXIX., 863 
Anoka Lumber Co. vs. Fidelity & 

Casualty Co. (Nelson, Interv’r).XXV., 241 


Antes vs. State Ins. Co.......... XXX., 190 
Antes,Garn&Co.vs. Western Assur. 

iss eudhucduss<esencauarcckestestad XXI., 284 
Anthony vs. Mercantile Mutual 

pe |, eee XXIV., 226 
Anthony et al. vs. Massachusetts 

UT "eee XXII., 821 
Arbuckle vs. Interstate Casualty 

iivetindawedaichudestsuadeugewnnd XXVI., 925 
Arguimbau et al. vs. Germania 

BE OGicixccas seceded acevc XXX., 841 
Arkansas Fire Ins. Co. vs. Wil- 

GON GF Qhiviccsctcccéccessccts XXIX., 358 


Arlington Mfg. Co. and Arlington 

Collar & Cuff Co. vs. Norwich 

Ueing Five TO Gee vcecsccccs XXX., 536 
Armstrong vs. Agricultural Ins.Co..XXI., 431 
Armstrong etal.vs. Western Mfrs. 


POO, FOG Ctivescansviisessccsasea XXII., 795 
Arnfeldet al. vs. Guardian Assur. 
bs scenesdcwekaessenntenweennesees XXV., 858 
Arnold vs. Connecticut Mut. Life 
TRB.. COs cece cacede rosa, ie 
Arnold vs. St. Paul Fire ‘& Ma- 
Fine Ime. CO.ccccoce cecccese XXX., 941 
Arthur et al. vs. Palatine Ins. 
Chi. Eamited,..ccccccscces XXVIII, 545 
Arthurholt vs.Susquehanna Mut. 
Pe PN DD scams sconcsesesnscs XXIII., 846 
Ashenfelter vs. Employers’ Lia- 
bility Assur. Corp............. XXVII., 887 


Atchison, T. & 8, F. &. Co. vs. 
Home Ins. Co ---XXVII., 790 


Atchison, T. & S. F. R. Co. 





vs. Neet et al....s...00.s LXXVIIL, 189 
Atherton vs. British America 

Assurance CO... .ccsicecsecee XXVIII, 96 
Atlanta Accident Ass’n_ vs. 

Alexandler....0. ccccccccce XXVIII., 83 


Atlanta Home Ins. Co. vs. Tullis..XXVI., 75 


Atlantic Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 
Fannon et al...ccccccccccccce XXX., 1025 


Attleborough Savings Bank vs. 
Security Ins. Co................ XXVI., 620 


Attorney-C eneral vs. Netherlands 
Wit THR: Ce occas. accvcwane XXXI., 587 


Audette vs. L’Union St. Joseph..XXX., 478 
VoL, XXXI.—73. 


Au Sable Lumber Co. vs. Detroit 





Mfrs’. Mut. Fire Ins. Co.......... XXI., 311 
Babcock Printing-Press Mfg. Co. 

vs. Ruanous et al............+ XXX., 164 
Bachmeyer vs.Mut. Reserve Fund 

Pe ssconmtinnciuchadiabie XXII., 98 
Bachmeyer vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Assa’n............... XXIII., 519 
Baille & Co., Ltd., in Liquidation, 

vs. Western Assurance Co. of 

iiss cnccciicdattucsessoase XXVI., 497 
Bain vs. Atkins. K00) menedeed XXXI., 495 
Baker vs. New York Life Ins.Co.XXVII., 524 
Baker vs. Spaulding et al.....XXVIII., 470 
Baker vs. State Ins. Co........... XXVIL. 86 
Baker et al. vs. Insurance Cos..... XXIV., 512 
Baldwin vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co..... XXVI., 638 
Baldwin vs. German Ins. Co. of 

Freeport, 11l.—Same vs. New 

Hampshire Fire Ins. Co....... XXVII., 794 
Baldwin vs. Phoenix Ins. Co...... XXIX., 78 
Ball vs. Northwestern Mutual 

AORN ADR, on. ccccedcccccas XXIII., 448 
Baltimore Life Ins. Co. vs. How- 

Gs ktikoses Kaeun waxes XXI., 954 
Bancroft vs. Russell.................. XXI., 864 
Bangor Savings Bank vs. Niagara 

HO BGR caniecsavdicccancss XXIII., 292 
Banholzer vs. New York Life 

a Perrrerer eres 2 
Bank of Glasco vs. Springfield 

Fire & Marine Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 926 
Bank of Tarboro vs. Fidelity & 

Deposit Co. of Maryland......XXIX., 447 
Tank of Tarboro ys. Fidelity & 

Deposit Co. of Maryland..... XXX., 768 
Bankers’ Acc. Ins. Co. vs. 

Mice vac cevene. -avede's XXVIIL, 155 
Bankers’ Life Ass’n vs. Lisco.......XXV., 386 
Bankers Life Ins. Co. vs. Fred 

A Howland and John L. Ba- 

con, Insurance Commissioners.XXX., 193 
Bankers’ Life Ins. Co. vs. Robins 

CPO iitasarcddniiaseesansetuadde XXVII., 287 
Baukers’ Reserve Life Ass’n vs. 

PO iss oxiee paatee- wetues XXXI., 399 
Barbot vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

Se XXVIL., 338 
Barbour vs. Connecticut Mut. Life 

FU Chie cadtntacaidtinadddsaxasuas XXI., 384 
Barbour, Admr., vs. Conn. Mut. Life 

Wi GW OG Whlvicc césndvcasauctcccus ie 3 
Barbour’s Administrator vs. 

Larue’s Assignee........... XXVIII, 576 
Barbour’s Adm’r vs. Laure’s 

RR iaas tdensberccneats XXVIIL, 767 
Bard vs. Penn Mut. Fire Ins. Co...X XII., 375 
Barnard vs. Lancashire Ins. 

GH GE Wisdcnccdescsecies acs XXIX., 631 
Barnard vs. People’s Fire Ins.Co..XXVI., 405 
Barnes vs. Fidelity Mut. Life 

PGi asks Ktherdomn whats XXVIII., 664 
Barnes vs. Hekla Fire Ins.Co.....X XTII., 305 
Barnett vs. Railway Officials’ & 

Employees’ Ace. Ins. Co......XXX., 935 
Barrett vs. Northwestern Mut. 

ERE Re ia twacenks ~-inanaced XXVI., 269 
Barron vs. Williams et al........XXIX., 848 
Barry vs. Farmers’ Mut. Hail 

BE Biiecce ‘uceweses sudeces XXIX., 261 
Barry vs. Mutual Hail Ins. Ass’n.XXX., 768 
Bartow vs. Northern Ins. Co.....XXVII., 477 
Bateman vs. Lumbermen’s fo 

Miviteune sesevave Wan XXVIII, 159 
Baumegartet al. vs. Modern Work- 

men of America.. a -XXII., 707 
Baumgartel vs. Providence. Wash. 

pS EE ne XXII, 367 








1154 Index of Cases Reported. 


Baxter vs. Covenant Mut. Life 


AOB'M. nce cocccccs soceces XXVIII., 636 
Baxter vs. Covenant Mut. Life 

BE chen Reese esasess eee KRIX., 908 
Bayley vs. Employers’ Liability 

"hee. a eee XXVIII., 562 
Beacon Lamp Co. et. al vs. 

Travelers Ins. Co............ XXX., 189 
Beakes vs. Phoenix Ins. Co........ XXIV., 37 
Bean vs. Travelers Ins. Co.......... XXI., 826 
Beatty vs. Mutual Reserve Life 

ie wns nariupnescicas ses eeces<s0aeae Gy ae 


Beatty vs. Supreme Commandery 
of the United Order of the 
ae XXII., 880 


Becker vs. Berlin Benetit Society...XXI., 189 
Becker vs. Merchants’ Mut.Ins.Co.XXII., 227 
Becker vs. Minnesota Odd Fellows 


Mut. Ben. Soc. et al.............. XXV., 131 
Beckett vs. Northwestern Ma- 

SURED BIR DOW R, «...cccvseccecct XXVI., 729 
Beebe vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co...XXII., 753 
Beggs vs. Mut. Reserve Fund 

Tdfe ASW Beccce secese secces XXX., 478 
Bell vs. Peabody Ins. Co........ XXX., 627 


Bellevue Roller Mill Co. et al. vs. 

London & L. Fire Ins. Co...... XXIV., 331 
Bemis vs. Harbor Creek Mut. 

es errr XXX., 1053 
Benard vs. Grand Lodge of the 

Ancient Order of United 

Workmen of the Dakotas et 

Tisnscesce opesestcs -XXIX., 512 
Benedict vs. Grand Lodge A.0.U. w. XXI., 438 








Benedix vs. German Ins. Co. of 

BI he nknnes sxcessencpscacsaen XXVI., 270 
Benjamin vs. Connecticut Indem- 

nity Ass’n..... ee 
Benjamin et al. v Palatine Ins. 

OR ee oocdeaeeals, Ode 
Bennett vs.St.Paul F.& M.Ins.Co.XXIIIL., 78 
Bennett vs. Van Riper etal. ...... XXIII., 302 
Bennett vs. Western Underwrit- 

OE BAP Occ cei cd wovses vcoodbsawen, 882 
Bennett et ux. vs. Massac husetts 

ae Se aaa XXXI., 150 
Bentley vs. Lumberman’s Ins. 

Civ cas crmare » sveawsewsiacn XXVIII., 552 


Bentley vs. Standard Fire Ins. Co..XXV., 760 
Bentz & Habenicht, Liquidators 

of the Home Brewing Co., vs. 

pe ere ae XXIII., 160 


Berger vs. Pacific Mut. Life 

Bes. TOs cen ckseiaewseiewaen XXVIII, 479 
Bergeron vs. Pamlico Insurance & 

PE ih insta edccccessgesiade XXII., 182 
Bergman vs. Ins. Cos... ..........--- XXI., 271 
Berliner vs. Travelers Ins. Co. 

eee XXVII., 841 
Berliner vs. Travelers Ins. Co. 

(ED ncccencneccencoessusesnens XXVII., 847 


Berry vs. American Central Ins. Co.XXI., 455 
Betcher vs. Capital Fire Ins. Co..XXIX., 135 


Betts vs. Connecticut Indem- 
Sty AGWR. occccccvcccccess XXVIII, 943 


Beverly vs. Northern Life Ass’n.XXX., 286 


Beyer vs. St. Paul Fire & Marine 
PEE icsestas. soens 6406028 XXXI., 209 


Bickford vs. Travelers Ins. Co..... XXV., 71 
Biermeister & Spicer vs. City of 


London Fire Ins. Co......... .. XXVI., 637 
Bigelow vs. Granite State Fire 

Be Gas iactces’ a0ets esc eun Zaa., TT 
Billings vs. Accident Ins. Co. of 

North America. .................. XXI., 605 
Billings vs. German Ins. Co.......... XXI., 929 
Bingler vs. Mutual Benefit Life 

Be incta. dovesnccatenaees XXIX., 862 


Black vs. Security Mut. Life 


DERG Sake “Eneate Snbee we SEEi., 8 
Blackwell vs. Ins. Co................+ XXI., 97 
Blake vs. Metzgar....................XXI.,1056 
Blake vs. National Life Ins. Co..XXVIII., 358 
Blinn vs. Dresden Mutual Fire 

ican ivihbeedeasceupeesnsa’ XXIII., 707 
Bliss et al. vs. Parks et al.......XXIX., 383 
Bloom vs. State Ins. Co............. XXV., 511 
Bluegrass Ins. Co. vs. Cobb......XXX., 370 
oak Fish Co. vs. Manchester 

Vire Assur. Co. eee > ¢ ee 
Bole et al. vs. New “Hampshire 

UN BI lies ces snnccncsaccenen XXITII., 857 
Bonanno vs. The Boskenna Bay— 

Graziano vs. same.—Mirto vs. 

Same. —Mercadante vs. Same. 

—Sgobel et al. vs. Same.—Foti 

Py crs sasncckcacass pocesaan XXXVI, 173 
Bon Aqua Improvement Co. vs. 

Standard Fire Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 506 
Boren vs. Manhattan Life Ins. Co..XXV., 861 
Born vs. Home Ins. Co. of New 

PEEKS ctiaes Cocca saoeannen XIX., 242 
Boston Ins. Co. vs. Globe Fire 

BE Tend scccecucccscsesssaeee vee ORt 
Boston Marine Ins. Co. vs. 

ME Neccctspascnecewa seed XXVIII., 381 
Boston Safe Deposit & Trust Co. 

8 4 
Bostwick vs. Mutual Life Ins. 

CR, CE FOOW TOPRec cies ecco XXXI., 412 
Bosworth et al. vs. Cleary............ XXI., 184 
Bottomley vs. Metropolitan Life 

i ee: XXVII., 557 
Boulden vs. Phoenix Ins. Co........ XXII., 176 
Boulden vs. Phoenix Ins. Co....... XXVI., 461 
Bourgeois vs.MutualFire Ins.Co.XXIII., 299 
Bourgeois vs. Northwestern Na- 

co he: eee XXIII., 860 
Bowen vs. National Life Ass’n....X XIII., 200 
Bowie vs. Grand Lodge of Legion 

GE Ec conere nicascesnccnce XXITI., 225 
Bowles vs. Fidelity & Casualty 

Re a eee XXVII., 840 
Bowlin vs. Sovereign Camp of 

Woodmen of the World...... XXX., 419 
Bowman vs. Moore................. XXVI., 271 


Bowring vs. Providence-Wash- 
SOI WNIDL bcnccecsnacsccctnc 


Boyd vs. McKee et al 
Boyd vs. Mississippi Home Ins.Co.XXVI., 
Boyd vs. Thuringia Ins. Co...... XXX., 


Boyle et al. vs. Northwestern 
Mutual Relief Ass’n........... XXVI., 


Boyle’s Sons vs. Hamburg-Bre- 
men — Ins. Riss tbecdckachons _— 


mestnent vs. Hanover Fire Ins. 
Co. of City of New York..... XXIX., 


Bradshaw et al. vs. Agricultural 
sas taceccinesnacnesies stave XXII, 


Brady vs. Northwestern Masonic 

Aid Association........... XXVIII., 
Brady vs. Prudential Ins. Co...... XXIV., 
Brady vs. United Life Ins. Ass’n.XXVI., 
Bragaw vs. Supreme Lodge 

Knights and Ladies of Honor.XXX., 
Brandt vs. Berlin Farmers’ Mut. 

BP. & B. V. Co 


Braymer vs. Commercial Mut. 

BO DB ctens. cenene 
Breedlove vs. Norwich Union 

Pe Ms MR asosucccesaes XXVIII., 
Breedlove vs. Norwich Union 

eet XXVIII., 











LO. RNR 


ec 


mepenemonean 





oe, 


| 
| 





Index of Cases Reported. 1155 


Breeyear et al. vs. Rockingham 

Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co..XXXI., 972 
Brennan vs. Prudential Ins. Co....XXII., 638 
Brennan et al. vs. Mississippi 


pes XXII., 719 
Brenner vs. Kansas Mutual Life 

tia irda avnccuekewsded XXVII., 288 
Brew et al. vs. Clement et al......... XXI., 513 
Bridge vs. Wheeler................ XXVI., 269 
Bridges vs. National Union....XXVIII., 382 
Brigham et al. vs. Wood et al........ XXI., 461 
British America Assur. Co. vs 


BBPOREOTE ccs ccccee secces ‘XXVIII, 262 
British America Assur. Co. vs. 
CHOPOR ccccce ccccee cévuccsdeaevelle, OOO 
British America Assur. Co. vs. 
Belles? Gt Ob. cvscccecvcccccs XXIX., 845 
British America Assur. Co. vs. 
RDU sanardeaceusarsaigcn caaae XXVII., 538 
British Assurance Co. vs. Cooper..XXV., 437 
Brock vs. Des Moines Ins. Co...... XXV., 219 


Brock vs. Des Moines Ins. Co....XXVII., 893 
Brock vs. Dwelling-House Ins.Co.XXIV., 464 
Brooks vs. Georgia Home Ins. Co..XXV., 719 


Brown vs. Cotton & Woolen Manu- 
facturers’ Mut. Ins. Co........... XXI., 862 


Brown vs. Equitable Assur. So- 

CHAS OF Uy. Bec csicccccscess XXVIII., 315 
Brown vs. Equitable Assur. So- 

Gt GE Gy Me knsccccccecis XXVIII., 843 
Brown vs. Franklin Mut. F.Ins.Co.XXV., 630 
Brown vs. Fraternal Accident 


MG vks tx bevmcccketasduae XXVIII., 1038 
Brown vs. Greenfield Life 

po Oe. eee XXVIII., 321 
Brown vs. Iowa Legion of HonorXXVIII., 285 
Brown vs. Palatine Ins. Co..........XXV., 812 
Brown vs. United oe Casu- 

GHG Deu ccvcscocesccsscses XXVIII., 905 
Brown vs. Westchester Fire 

We Be i cavccnycuaveceeaed XXVIII., 1040 
Brown et ux. vs. United States 

CIEE CR a ca mavictencsceiend XXVII., 591 
Brown National Bank vs. South- 

CER TRS. Ob. cccccvceccceseses XXIX.,1054 


Bryan vs. Nat. Life Ins. Ass’n.XXVIII., 330 
Buick etal. vs. Mechanics’ Ins. Co.XXIV., 375 
Bullman vs. Insurance Companies.XXII., 668 


Burke vs. Prudential Ins. Co...... XXII., 536 
Burkheiser vs. Mutual Accident 
Ass’n of the Northwest. ....... XXIITI., 762 


Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Brockway...XXI., 624 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Campbell 


CE iiktindckkmavedésnadenbadene XXIV., 379 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Kennerly..XXV., 40 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Lowery... .. XXV., 610 
Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Ross......... XXI., 799 


Burlington Ins. Co. vs. Threlkeld..XXV., 32 


Burlington Voluntary Relief De- 
partment of Chi., B. & Q. R.R 


Oo. vs. White...........-0..2-.-XEVI., 224 
Burmood vs. Farmers’ Union Ins. 

Ge sapctencussunpenendecesscecaues XXIV., 308 
Burnam et al. vs. White............ XXII., 688 
Burner’s Adm’r vs. German- 

American Ins. Co.............. XXVII., 732 
Burnham vs. Royal Ins. Co....... seen oe 928 


Burnham et al. vs. Intersta’ 
Casualty Co. of New = .-XXVII., 688 


Burns vs. Michigan Mfrs’ Mut. 


IEE TO Civ cceevce Kane ws XXXI., 663 
Burns et al. vs. Grand Lodge A. 
Wy i i ecucsns¥wnexscensccansiéy XXVI., 730 


Burr vs. German Ins Uo. + 151 
Burrows vs. McCalley............ XXVII., 479 
Burrus vs. Life Ins. Co. of Va.XXVIII., 354 
Burt et al. vs. Union we Life 

WA Diicccicecnd teed cscecs XXX., 385 





Butero = Travelers Accident 


BE, Waa ice askcacencuneckaccete XXVI., 805 
Button vs. wpesobh wa Mutual Acci- 4 

dent Association. ................ XXV., 464 
Bylow vs. Union Casualty & 

COGS Ci diax Acccae Ss000s XXX., 561 


Cade vs. Head Camp, Pacific Ju- 

risdiction, Woodmen of the 

WH OF Ole ncbicaccccusiaas XXXI.. 314 
Cahill vs. Maryland Life Ins. 

Citnchs acSuun xedeavecanae XXIX., 575 


Caledonian Ins. Co. vs. Cooke....XXVII:, 318 
Caledonian Ins. Co. vs. Traub et al. XXV., 791 
Caledonian Ins.Co.vs.Traub etal. XXVII., 493 


California Sav. Bank. of San 

Diego vs. American Surety 

Co. of New York.......... XXVIII., 688 
Calkins vs. Angell............. . . XXIX.,1048 
Camors et al. vs. Lame Marine 

Ine. Oo., Limited... scceses XXX., 219 
Campbell vs. Fidelity & Casualty 

Om, OS TOO NOs ou dsnscece XXXI., 462 


Canada Sugar’ Refining Co., 
Limited, vs. Insurance Com- 


pany of North America...... XXIX., 193 
Canfield vs. Great Camp of Knights 

of the Maccabees................. XXI., 22 
Cannon vs. Home Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 737 
Cannon ys. Phoenix Ins. Co. of 

FEOIRis 0ccu_ conde cawaewns XXIX., 959 
Cannon vs. Phoenix Ins. Co. of 

BRSetGCOR, COMcicdcs convenes XXIX.,1023 
Canton Ins. Office, Limited, vs. 

WREIGe 66 Oe vice cckcin XXVIII., 269 


Capital City Ins. Co. vs. Autrey...XXVI., 635 

Capital City Ins. Co. vs. Caldwell 
er a ee XXI., 776 

Capital City Ins. Co. vs. Jones..XXXI., 80 


Capital Ins. Co. vs. Bank of Blue 

ile nacddnandcesavdednampiiun XXI., 152 
Capital Ins. Co. vs. Bank of Pleas. 

Ge aicitiicns cae ctaiiadiautadaumahe XXI., 519 
Capital Ins. Co. vs. Bank of Pleas- 

iad wnika tdadentatennadaada ses XII., 361 
Capital Ins. Co. vs. Wallace.......... XXI., 516 
Capital Ins. Co. vs. Wallace........ XXII., 397 


Caplis vs. American Fire Ins. Co..XXIV., 551 
Caspeory. S Hodgson vs. German 

BUOR Cras is Sadednkainwennane wat XXIII, 137 
—_ vs. Aina Fire Ins. Co. 

i sintnctnvnine caniatiansian XXV., 137 
Carey vs. Farmers’ & Merchants’ 

WAIN ss dutetuddvew cxscnsueenises XXIV., 843 
Carey vs.German-Amer. Ins.Co...XXIII., 123 
Carey vs. Liverpool & London & 

Globe Ins. Co.—First National 


ORE WO. SAMS. ...2cccccscccesees XXV., 556 
Carleton et al. vs. China Mu- 
CHEE TR, Giicdcdccciceanes XXVIII., 916 


Carlson vs. Presbyterian Board of 
= for Disabled Ministers 


Carmien et al. vs. Cornell et al....XXVI., 648 


Carnes vs. Iowa Traveling 
Men’s Ass’n.......... eee MMVII, 345 
Carney vs. New York Life Ins. 
Citcaskducnes cececeas oe ee MMEX., 662 


Ca: eater vs. Allemania FireIns. 


Nidsdniedcgidscauasuaadaaccinael’ II., 634 

Ca’ eae vs. United States Life 
SE sa scrncnccnnhonn manaees XXIII., 497 

Copgenter ot al. vs. American Acoi- 
SR ici ccdccucaduaccubecceunee XXV., 543 

Cc: nter et al. vs. German-Amer- 
RIN. GR scncnnaccontacacaes XXIHI., 57 


Carrollton Furniture Co. vs. 

American Credit Indemnity 

CDisccs casenn euanee, chance XXXI., 783 
Case of Charter Oak Life Ins. Co..XXVI., 634 








1156 Index of Cases Reported. 


Case of German American Title 


and Trust C0. ...ccccccccee XXVIII., 576 
Case of Knoedler’s Estate......... XXIII., 160 
Case of the Ontario................. XXVI., 175 


Cassa Marittima vs Phoenix Ins.Co.XXI., 449 
Catholic Knights of America vs. 


Ra cnc dscntes sieesatonesnexdank XXI.,1013 
Cave vs. Home Ins. Co.......... XXIX., 452 
Central Mut. Life Ins. Ass’n vs. 

AGRE. cnc cee cons -XXXI., 331 
Cerys vs. State Ins. ‘Co. of Des 

| TRE XXVIIL., 258 


Chainiess Cycle Mfg. Co. vs. Se- 
curity Ins. Co. of New Haven, 
SION ncn e 000000520800 ee 





Chalaron vs. Insurance Co. of 

North America.................XXVI., 465 
Chamberlain vs. Prudential Ins. 

Se. OE DOs c2dec. 62406425 XXxX., 427 
Chambers vs. Noithwestern Mut. 

"yt . epee 
Chandler vs. Ins. Co. of North 

BRE ccscs coeees saoen XXVIII., 1028 
Chandos et al. vs. Amasieen Fire 

Ins. Co. » 425 
Charch vs. Charch. 382 
Chattield vs. Aitna Ins. Co...... XXXI, 394 
Cheeves vs. Anders................ XXIII., 398 
Cheeves vs. Anders......:......... XXIV., 160 
Chicago Guaranty Fund Life Soc. 

Wer Pe Gackascc Knees Geews XXIX., 953 
Chicago Sugar Refinery Co, vs. Am. 

ee ae: 2s 
Chickasaw County Mutual Fire 

Ins. Co. vs. Weller............. XXVI., 730 


China Mutual Ins. Co. vs. Ward..XXIII., 320 


Christian et al. vs. Connecticut 
Mut. Life Ins Co..............XXVII., 968 
Christian etal.vs.Niagara Ins.Co.XXIII., 851 


Christianson vs. Norwich Union 
DORs BG. BOCs case. asevinvses XXXI., 218 


Church of St. George vs. Sun Fire 
Eames 


Citlze ns’ Ins. Co. vs. Stoddard et 
Bhi cosve cheese vacnce sovsces XXXI., 900 


Citizens’ Ins. Co. of Pittsburg vs. 
BIOL. wc sccmcvensssscdenssesncccsa aay GON 


Citizens’ Ins. Co. of Pittsburg, 
Pa. VE. Crist. cccoccvescceses XXIX., 765 


Citizens’ Life Ins. Co. vs. Com- 
missioner of Insurance....... XXX., 919 


City of New Orleans vs. Liver- 


pool & London & Globe Ins. 

CBne. ovens ovapetos wovccees XXIX., 960 
Claflin et al. vs. United States 

i eee XXV., 524 
Clapp vs. Farmers’ Mut. Fire 

BOB. ASEM. coccccce sevccces XXIX., 468 
Clark vs. Employers’ Liability 

BO, TMicasicat sasces .XXX., 514 
Clark vs. Reis, Treasurer.......... _XXV ‘ 368 
Clark vs. Schromyer............. XXIX., 477 
Clark vs. Supreme Council, Royal 

Arcanum, et al...... sccccce XXIX., 786 
Clark vs. Svea Fire Ins. Co....... XXIII; 876 


Clark et al. vs. Western Assur.Co XXI., 281 
Clarke vs. Swartzenberg et al..... XXVI., 521 
Clawson vs. Citizen’s Mutual 

Fire Ins. 00...cccccccccccces XXIX., 167 
Cleavenger vs. Franklin Fire 

Ins. Co. of Wheeling, W. Va..XXIX., 528 
Clemans vs. Sup. Ass’y Royal Soc. 

of Good Fellows............-....-- XXI., 856 
Clement et al. vs. New York Life 

BEAD, ovonk wesasessesuticeness XXVII., 827 
Clifton Coal Co.vs.Scottish Union 

& National Ins. Co............. XXVI.,1007 


Clifton Mfg. Co. vs. United 
— Fidelity & ew 
waeene Seerecse eevees -XXX., 766 


Si ccsnnce: 00senes canes UXX X., 1004 
Clubb vs.American Accident Co o.— 
American Acc. Co. vs. Clubb ...XXV., 876 


Coad vs. Travelers Ins. Co...... XXXI., 156 
Coats vs. West Coast F.& M.Ins.Co..XXI.,1049 


Cobb vs. Preferred Mut. Acc. Ass’n 
et al.—Preferred Mut. Acc. 


Ase’n et al. va. Cobb............. XXV., 59 
Cobbey vs. Dorland et al........... XXVI., 458 
Coburn et al.vs. Life Indemnity & 

oS OG eee XXII., 302 
Cochran vs. London Assurance 

CREE vccuicnsuvepnnsxats -XXVI., 927 
Cochran etal. vs. Mutual Life Ins. 

chara d ke wannnnaneceranecta dene XXVI., 661 


Codigan Transit Co.vs.The MajesticXXV., 800 
Colby vs. Cedar Rapids Ins. Co...XXIV., 695 
Colby vs. Life Indemnity & In- 


vestment Co.............. shinai XXIII., 675 
Colby vs. Parkersburg Ins. Co..... XXII, 460 
Cole vs. Manchester Fire As- 

WOE: GBiccvedvccucevscceese XXVIII., 1040 
Cole vs. Union Central Life Ins. 

GDOicoce sevcecce sovcscceece XXIX.,1052 
Coleman vs. Retail Lumber- 

ee a ae =e eee XXVIII, 650 
Coleman et al. vs. New Orleans Ins. 

Biscnchacdttunmpneieunesesncssanas XXI., 769 
Coles vs. Jefferson Ins. Co..........XXV., 247 
Collins vs. Bankers’ Acc. Ins. Co. 

eictubbnienwaicus are «oomete XXV., 223 
Collins vs. London Assurance 

IS snctctecnntcbuccance XXIV., 658 
Collins vs. North British & Mer- 

COMETS: THR OO. wckcccdcses XXVIII, 80 
Commercial Bank vs. Firemen’s 

PG kaka dussusateauccsheGases XXITII., 543 
Commercial Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

SS eee XXVI., 682 
Commercial Travelers Mut. Acc. 

Ass’n vs. Springstein......... XXIX., 192 


Commercial Travelers’ Mut. Acc. 
Ass'n of America vs. Fulton 


Pi ind céttnecncinsccnsensntnecs XXVI., 565 
Commercial Union Assur. Co. vs. 

I conn sxatésecnnisstaccoessee XXVL, 460 
Commercial Union Assur. Co, vs. 

ica viaivcsntcngesscasevacd XXVI., 177 
Commercial Union Assur. Co. vs. 

Urbansky et al...... .......XXXI., 728 
Commercial Union Ins. Co. vs. 

Pi danchineDodedeeank cakeod XXITI., 800 
Commonwealth vs, Andrews......XXIIL., 65 


Commonwealth vs. Gaither.......XXX., 91 
Commonweaith vs. Morningstar....XXI., 88 


Commonwealth vs. Provident Bi- 
eae .XXVI., 829 


Commonwealth vs. Reinoehl...... XXVI., 267 
Commonwealth vs. Roswell....XXVIII., 384 
Commonwealth vs. Vrooman...... XXIV., 400 


Commonwealth ex rel. Kirkpat- 
rick, Attorney-General, 
American Life Ins. Co.— 


Appeal of Little................ XXIII., 739 
Commonwealth ex rel. Williams 
vs. Provident Life Ass’n....... XXIV., 238 


Commonwealth Mut. Fire Ins. 

Co. vs. Fairbank Canning Co..XXIX., 92 
Commonwealth Mut. Fire Ins. 

Co. vs. Wm. =aeee & Co 


Mfg. Co..... ce ceeh ance ; ERE, os 
Commonwealth Mut. ‘Fire Tns. 
eee XXVII., 935 


Companhia de Moagens do Barri- 
ero vs. London Assurance Co. 
and Mannheim Ins. Co.......... XXII., 717 


PRN eteI 








oes 





Index of Cases Reported. 1157 


’ 


Concordia Fire Ins. Co. vs. 


pO er eer ae Mustela XXIX., 382 
Conley vs. Washington Gomnly 

TRB, Gircccccce succscccceses XXIX., 334 
Connecticut Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

ante scngeieisadnanenton XXIII., 241 
Connecticut Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

GEE. < cnccaseucees -XXVI., 929 


Connecticut Fire Ins. Co. * vs. 5. Tilley. XXI., 558 
Connecticut Indemnity Ass'n 


vs. Grogan’s Adm’r........ XXVIII., 1031 
Connecticut Mutual Life Ins. Co. 

i.e Lg es aa. THE 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. tna Ins. 

S .sasscwenateunsameseounnens XXII., 501 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Ander- 

BOM GE Ol. ncccccccccccccccs XXVIII., 938 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. Board of 
Fire Underwriters of the 
NN ar cc ctacdencsadeuwaxe XXIV., 561 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. Brooks..XXXI., 348 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Chase et al XXV., 398 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. Chew..... XXVI., 464 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. a XXX., 1051 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. M. 
Loud & Sons’ Lumber ob. --XXIII., 729 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. Moore. -XXX., 1021 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. Riggen 
Get We htavacccaaesencuaanawonsns XXVI., 590 


Continental Ins. Co. vs. Ward..... XXII., 373 
Continental Ins. Co. vs. WickhamXXIX., 576 
Converse vs. Knights Templars’ 


and Masons’ Life Indemnity 
Gi weccses ntivent s¢avence XXVIII., 481 
Convis et al. vs. Citizens’ Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co. et al..........-. XXX., 828 
Conway vs. Phenix Mutual Life 
SUI GK a weccneedeynessxcumeankon XXIII., 231 
om, = Benevolent League of 
Pond RECCEE CENCE ROCOne XXVIII., 848 
eam vs. North British & Mer- 
CUNT SO. COacae Kanes ces XXXI., 385 
Cook vs. Westchester Fire Ins. 


Ge. BE Gocccevvcccccossnccse XXIX.,1041 
Cooledge vs. Continental Ins. Co..XXVI., 730 


Cooper vs. Insurance Co. of State 
ME cate scennatatcexancunediesen XXVI., 985 


Cooper vs. United States Mut. Ben. 
IIE odo stdcacdsestvnenccue XXI., 665 


Copeland vs. Phoenix Ins. Co...... XXTI., 224 
Copeland vs. Western Assur. Co..XXIV., 559 
Corbett vs.Spring Garden Ins.Co.XXVII., 606 
Corey et al. vs. Sherman etal...... XXVI., 365 
Corkery vs Security Fire Ins. Co.XXVI., 331 
Cornelius vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co...XXIX., 509 
Cornelius vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co...XXX., 372 


Cornell vs. Tiverton & L. C. Mut. 

TINO BO Cis ods cnnsccdcscnsacs XXVI., 520 
Cornwell vs. Fraternal Accident 

Ass'n of America..............XXVII., 90 
Corporation of London Assur. 

vs. Paterson et al......... XXVIII., 385 
Cotter vs. Royal Neighbors of 

MMT cs ceases eencses XXVIII., 668 


Couadeau vs. ‘American Accident 
Co 


XXIII, 344 


Covenant Mut. Ben. Ass’n vs. 
WOO GR avnccncnacnsctossxdad XXVI., 108 


Cowart vs. Capita} City Ins. Co...XXVITI., 246 
Cragg vs. Continental Ins. Co.......X XI1., 127 


Crawford et al. vs. Transatlan- 
tie Fire Ins. ©0....c.cece- XXVIII, 935 


Creed et al.vs. Sun Fire Office....XXIII., 461 
Crescent Ins. Co. vs. Vicksburg 

Y¥. &8&. R. Packet Co.......... XXII., 748 
Crew-Levick Co. vs. British & 

Foreign Marine Ins. Co., Ltd.XXVII., 554 
Crew-Levick Co. vs. British 

Foreign & Marine Ins. Co....XXIX., 767 


Crew-Levick Co. vs. British & 
Foreign Marine Ins. Co., Ltd. XXX., 209 


CHISWONE WO. TRIIGT.. «5246. <ccscaccess XXI., 763 





Criswell vs. Riley XXII., 319 
Crittenden vs. Springfield Fire & 

BRATS BIRD Gives nvccscccccceesas XXI., 726 
Cronin vs. Vermont Life Ins. 

Ri acctveccevurnccencescsuce XXVIII., 1040 
Cronin et al. vs. Fire Ass’n of ; 

Philadetphta..... cscce csce . - XXIX., 564 


Cross vs. National Fire Ins. Co......XXI., 571 
Crotty vs. Union Mut. Life Ins. Co..XXI., 645 
Crown Point Iron Co. vs. Ins.Cos.. XXI., 31 
Crutchfield vs. Bailey.............. XXVI., 463 
Crutchtield et al. vs. Union Cent. 

BAfO TO Osc cesics: sa eee KAKI, 806 
Cuiver. We GQegORi icics sctvawens XXX., 573 


Cummer Lumber Co. vs. Ass’d 
Mfrs’ Mut. Fire Ins. Corp...XXXI., 87 


Cummins vs. German American 

WER. Oecascees eccce cccccccedsaelanes SOE 
Cunyus vs. Guenther......... «estas SOO 
Curnow vs. Phoenix Ins. Co.......X XIII, 143 
Curtiss vs. 4itna Life Ins. Co....XX VIL, 646 
Cushing et al. vs. Will iamsburgh 





City Wite ES. OO. ..cccccccsccccces XXI., 934 
Cushman et al. vs. New England 

Pane IBS. CO. cccsccccccs > > 39 ae 3 | 
Cyrenius vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. XXIV., 554 
Tbade vs. Atna Ins. Co.............. XXIL, 874 
Daggs vs. Orient Ins. Co..........XXVI., 67 
Dailey vs. Preferred Mass. Mut. 

Accident AGWR. ........0..0.0.0e XXIV., 27 


Dale et al. vs. Continental Ins. Co..XXV., 10 


a vs. Grand Lodge A.O. U. 
Uxasa nce _ ctabamaebiamntins -XXIIL., 830 


ns vs. Wallenstein..... XXXI., 367 


TR: Gicceses coscesexeenede XXIX., 373 
Daugherty vs. Knights of Pythias.XXVI., 460 
David vs. Oakland Home Ins. Co..XXIV., 348 


Davis vs. tna Mutual Fire Ins. 
Diixcasauta chil scapencapacusesaed ere 549 


Ca dsccacen wenutveck: naakedua ..XXIX., 96 
Davis vs. Anchor Mut. Fire Ins. Co.XXV., 299 
Davis vs. Atlas Assurance Co....XXVII., 463 
Davis vs. Imperial Ins. Co. ....... XXVII., 478 
Davis vs. Phoenix Ins. Co........... XXV., 676 
Davis vs. Pioneer Furniture Co..XXVIII., 474 
Davis Lumber Co.vs. Home Ins.Co.XXVI., 925 
Davis & Co. vs. Insurance Co. of 


North America. ............... XXVII., 184 
Davison vs. London & Lanca- 

shire Fire Ins. Co......... XXVIII., 152 
Deardorff vs. Guaranty Mut. Acc. 

Maids cacowsccuiedaaess XXI., 667 
Decker vs. Righter et al........XXIX., 190 
De Frece vs. National Life Ins.Co.XXII., 112 
De Jernette vs. Fiuelity & CRNey 

MI. cendinesdqu ccudanaededen Saas , 315 
Delaware Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 

Co. etc. vs. Wagner............. XXIV., 237 
Delaware Ins. Co. vs. 8S. 8S. White 

Bestel Be. Givccecacscccece XXX., 961 
Delouche vs. Metropolitan Life 

Ms, Cie rececnevadkaun dads - - XXIX., 284 
Deming vs. Sup. Lodge Knights of 

Pythias of the World............ XXII., 606 
Deming Investment Co. vs. Dick- 

GTMEEM cceccten scecce cesned XXXI., 206 
Denton vs. Farmers’ Mutual 

ee a: eee XXVIII., 848 
De Raiche vs. Liverpool & London 

 GROON TR. Givi ccccesssccs XXX., 815 
Des Moines Ice Co. vs. Niagara 

i bbiincsewacsvnocedin XXVI., 378 


Des Moines Life Ass’n vs. Owen. XXVII., 172 








1158 


Des Moines Life Ass’n vs. Owen..XXX., 183 
Des Moines Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Annie Simnacker et al....... XXX., 378 
Detroit Mfg. Mut. vs. Merrilletal. XXIV., 68 


Devereaux vs. Insurance Co...XXVIII., 192 
De Witt vs. Home Forum Benefit 

Ey sdcinchtidsstudscaunisabaow XXVII., 269 
Deyo et al. vs. The Oswego et al... XXVI., 172 
Diamond Plate Glass Co. vs. Min- 

neapolis Mut. Fire Ins. Co..... XXII., 559 
Dibbrell et al. vs. Georgia Home 

PAs itetnctieivtntesteerencawes XXI., 736 
Dick et al. vs. Equitable Fire & 

Marine Ins. Co. et al............ XXV., 449 
Dickerman vs. Vermont Mutual 





Diffe nbaugh va. Un . 
Co. of San Francisco...... ....- XXII., 79 


Dischner et al. vs. Piqua Mut. 

BBG BMW Becvccs osiccve .XXXL, 94 
Dishong vs. Iowa Life & Endow s 

ment Association............ -XXVI., 366 
Dixon vs. National Life Ins. Co...XXVI., 776 
Dixon vs. Order of Railway Con- 

IID: a.catnincnncsenisnéccsvusccs XXI., 690 
Dobyns vs. Bay “tate Beneficiary 






RD a vcnaccmnnasabieh antisnnh XXVIL., 762 
Dodd vs. Home Mut. Ins, Co........- XXI., 352 
Dodd vs. Home Mut. Ins. Co., re- 

caves veccdese vosnecsaccscee XXL, 359 


Dodge vs. Boston Marine Ins. Co.XXIII., 465 


Dodge vs. Hamburg-Bremen Fire % 

Bs GOD. vucensapaeuectecnsdsueksve XXVI., 255 
Doherty vs. Ancient Order of Hi- 

bernians’ Widows’ & Or- 

phane’ Pund....ccse coccsees XXIX., 903 
Dohmen Co., Limited, vs. Niag- 

ara Fire Ins. Co. of New York.XXVII., 357 
Dolan vs. Missouri Town Mut. 

Fire Ens. Od. .ccccccccscccccs XXIX., 473 
Donald vs. Chicago, B. & Q. Ry.Co.XXIV., 640 
Donaldson vs. Sun Mut. Ins. Co....XXV., 277 
Donnell vs. Donnell et al........... XXIV., 371 
Donogh vs. Farmers’ Fire Ins. Co..XXV., 472 





Dorey vs. Metropolitan Life 

BIR, Ds 0000080 s0, 000000000 XXVIII., 380 
D’Orlu vs. Bankers’ & Merchants’ 

OR OP are. XXVI., 362 
Dorsey vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co.XXVI., 462 
Doten vs. AStna Ins. Co........- XXIX., 95 
Doten vs. AStna Ins. Co..........XXX., 479 
Dougherty vs. Pacific Mut. Life 

ERB, OO. ccccessiccnesccccsscesesers XXII., 729 
Douglass vs. Parker ae TOO 
Douglass vs. Phoenix Ins. Co....... XXII., 561 
Dover Glass Works vs. American 

WARS TRB, GS... wccscsccvecsesecses ZXZIV. 13 


Dowling etal.vs. Lancashire Ins.Co.XXV., 430 
Doying et al.vs. Broadway Ins.Co.XXIII., 394 
Doyle vs. American Fire Ins. Co.XXXI., 546 
Dryer vs. Security Fire Ins. Co....XXIV., 541 
Dryer vs. Security Fire Ins. Co...XXIX.,1046 
Duffy vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 

C 


Duncan vs. New York Mut. Ins.Co.XXI., 960 
Duncan vs. New York Mut.Ins.Co.XXII., 526 
Duncan vs. Preferred Mut. Acc. 

ABDR. ..ccccccccccccccoscscoveses XXVI., 366 
Dunham et al. vs. Morse XXII., 793 
om vs. Springfield F. & M. Ins. 

Sag ake Sbabbe, JAAteSSs 5005 XXX., 187 
iene vs. Delaware Ins. Co....... XXIV., 161 
Durkee vs. India Mutual Ins. Co..XXIII., 35 


Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs. 
IIE 0 occ cce cncccscccccccccee XXIV., 284 





CNRS a 9 2 oe ym ln ate 


Index of Cases Reported. 


Dwelling-House Ins.Co.vs.DowdallXXV., 267 


Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs. Gould..XXI., 535 
Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs. John. 

Ee Gk dedeuscevcesseccocecctas XXI., 911 
Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs. John- 

EEN bso ase snccnssccucnetences XXI., 849 
Dwelling- House Ins. Co. vs. Kan- 

sas Loan & Trust Co............ XXVI., 603 
Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs.SnyderXXV., 715 
Dwelling-House Ins. Co. vs. Weikel.X XI., 219 
Dwinnell vs. Minneapolis F. & M. 

mut. Ine, Ge. G8 Bheicceccice XXXI., 878 
Eagan vs. Oakland Home Ins, Co..XXV., 534 
Eagle Fire vs. Globe Loan & 


MEN chinakocniddenkiacuceach XXIV., 615 
Early vs. Standard Life & Acci- 
kk . a Re: XXVI., 820 


Earnshaw vs. California Ins. Co..XXVI., 116 
Easley vs. New Zealand Ins. Co.XXVII., 289 
Easley vs. Valley Mut. Life Ass’n.XXIV., 453 
East Texas Fire Ins.Co.vs.CrawfordXXI., 39 
East Texas Fire Ins.Co.vs.FlippinX XIIIL., 219 
East Texas Fire Ins. Co.vs.HarrisX XIII., 552 
East Texas Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

GROUIIIIIE o0'nncoenssecrnedasscocdeeie. We 
East Texas Fire Ins.Co.vs.Perkey.XXVI., 63 
Eaton vs. Atlas Accident Ins. Co.XXVI., 577 
Eberman vs. American Fire 


Cis ciuncabcikminkhe anima aracceill XXIV., 160 
Economic Life Ass'n vs. Spinney.XXXI., 678 
Eddy vs. Insurance Co............. XXIV., 3 


Edwards vs. Planters’ & People’s 
Mut. Fire Ass'n of Georgia...XXIX., 945 
Edwards et al. vs.Arquette (Agri- 


cultural Ins. Co. Garnishee)...XXIV., 290 
Egan vs. British & Foreign Ma- 
ad enchane-capeesns e XXXI., 431 


Egan vs. Westchester Fire Ins. Co.XXV., 361 
Ehrlich vs. 42tna Life Ins. Co....... XXI., 100 
Ehrsam Mach. Co. vs. Phenix 


SE Waa hieidindethedcesunenes -XXIV., 316 
Elder vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. 

We. GE TRIBROOSER, 0 cc cesccccss XXIX.,1046 
Elgutter vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ass’n............. XXIX., 926 
Ellerbe vs. Barney................ XXITI., 356 


Were Ve. FOR. ..cccccccccscssce XXIIL., 368 
Ellerbee, Supt. Insurance, vs. 

United Masonic Benefit Ass'n. 

(Cannon et al. Interveners)....X XTII., 445 


Elliott vs. Des. Moines Life Ass’n.XXX., 769 





Elliott et al. vs. Merchants’ & 

Bankers’ Fire Ins. Co..... XXVIII, 677 
Ellis vs. Massachusetts Mut. Life 

ase cuphscancenccnovninssns XXVI., 97 
minentee vs. Citizens’ Mut. 

Fire Ins. Co. XXII., 618 
Embry’s Adm’r vs. Harris..... XXVIII., 1034 
Emigh vs. State Ins. Co........... XXIIL., 688 
Empire State Ins. Co. vs. Ameri- 

cap Central Ins. Co............. XXIL., 626 
Employers’ Liability Assur. Co., 

Limited, vs. Morris.......... XXIX., 277 
Employers’ Liability Assur. Cor- 

poration vs. Anderson........ XXVIL., 476 


Employers’ Liability Assur. Corp. 
vs. Light, Heat & Power Co.XXXI., 400 


Employers’ Liability Assur. 

Corp., Limited, vs. Back..... XXIX., 827 
Endowment Rank, Knights of 

Pythias, vs. Cogbill...-......... XXVI., 920 
Endowment Ranks, Knights of 

Pythias, vs. Rosenfeld. ......... XXII., 547 
England et al. vs. Westchester Fire 

os ink snide iiakcas see baesavsccens XXI., 808 
Enos et al. vs. St. Paul Fire & 

BD ETD. vescenicnsevesss XXIII., 258 





= ee ng, 





ee 


{ 
| 


- 


Index of Cases Reported. 1159 


mus vs. Standard Life and Ac- 


cident Ins. Co. of Detroit....... XXII., 623 
Enterprise Lumber Co. _ vs. 

WERBGE < oc ccecvcsveccccwcces “XXVIIL., 479 
Entwistle vs. Travelers Ins. Co..XXXI., 464 
Epstein vs. State Ins. Co............. XXI., 612 
Equitable Accident Ins Co. vs. Os- 

i Scedabsv aches cpacctsccuant cuca XXI., 947 
Equitable Fire Ins. Co. vs. Alex- 

ieaniddsebacubandedyecescned XXII., 800 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. vs. 

Commonwealth... ...... -. - &XXI., 407 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. vs. 

Rake se aaenaee nneNewens XXX., 852 
Equitable Life Assur. Society 

vs. McElroy et al.............. XXVII., 561 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. vs. 

sds ccavesen . saeve XXIX., 651 
Equitable Life Assur. Society 

Wes CES bavacnacanccasnaues XXVII., 322 
Equitable Life Assur. Society vs. 

WEN cc kcntcancesannnwenetes XXIII., 81 
Equitable Mut. Acc. Ass'n ve. Mc- 

I ain ncvccvecscsccisesusesscdeuiny OOO 
Erb vs. German Ins. Co..........-. XXVI., 576 
Ermentraut and Maxcy vs. Girard 

Ae See XXV., 87 
Esterbrooks vs. Fidelity Mut. . 

INO Ts Saka dasn eniiccecs XXXI., 976 
Eureka Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 

WR. DANWEI. ccc ccccecs ..- XXIX., 608 
Everson vs. Equitable Life Assur. 

Given vdedcuesigas exckacnvabsieases XXIV., 401 
Everson vs. Equitable Life As- 

surance Society............... XXVII., 647 
Exchange Bank of Macon vs. 

OR Gi vavacousavancuud XXVIII., 186 
Expressman’s Mut. Ben. Ass’n 

We. Hurlock.... ccccccese « -. XXIX., 934 
Fairfield Packing Co. vs. South- 

ern Mut. Fire Ins. Co...... XXVIII., 983 
Falk vs. Janes et al...............-..- XXI., 479 
Fallon vs. Farmers’ Home Mut. 

BE MOP Racin cin «2488 vecus XXXI., 491 
Farmers Feed Co. of New Jersey 

vs. Scottish Union & National 

We Gis tcktcae evens cccceana, Oe 
Farmers’ Fire Ins. Co. vs. John- 

WEE sr diccxc >>. cdsvecnces XXVII., 217 
Farmers’ Mutual Fire Ins. Ass’n 

, | | 2 Ea XXV., 560 
Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co vs. 

ies age Osten 5 eveneerwaoncnsse XXIV., 34 
Farmers’ Mutual Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

WIE 5. icxbhNinwceaeasdancaen tie XXV., 552 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Ass’n vs. 

PMs nnces s6esevesinse se XXIX., 352 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Ass’n of Geor- 

GO. WE. BOGsckcc ceecvceccss XXX., 352 
Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Kin- 

BOP sccccs. eowncses enner . XXXI., 783 


Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. wepeer XXII., 62 


Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Phenix 
Ins. Co. of Brooklyn, N. Y...XXXI., 780 


Farmers’ Union Ins. Co.vs.Wilder.XXII., 129 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. 

I dclntincinséaninedn sine XXVI., 711 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. 

Co. VB. JOMSOR. ccccccccccee XXVIII., 366 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. 

ak. Wh. De hase scescnds XXVIII., 664 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. 

Web Be arkcede, enceutcveentcel XXV., 785 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. 

FOUN oss cdicks sinkadse Nkasdexdenuas XXI., 866 
Farmers’ & Merchants’ Ins. Co. 

CO. Wie 66 Gi vccevcccovas XXIX., 465 


Farnum etal. vs. Phenix Ins. Co.XXVI., 473 


Farr vs. Trustees of Grand Lodge 


Mia De. Be We GR Mites sccaccsncesse XXII., 760 
Farrell vs. German American 

BR: Giccavcis ocenenasawens XXIX., 341 
Faughner et al. vs. Manufacturers’ 

Mut. Fire Ims.. Co. .........0...000 XXI., 154 


Faust vs. American Fire Ins. Co...XXV., 176 


Fawcett vs. Supreme Sitting, 
Order pf ee _— 169 


becccapuiuasdcwncveelcseaauundinns XXI., 342 
Sie et al vs. Iowa State 

Traveling Men’s Ass’n..... XXVIII., 276 
Fee vs. National Masonic Acc. 

MMP Becces csevese sancasccaee XXIX., 635 
Fenn vs. Union Central Life Ins.Co.XXV., 321 
Fennell vs. Zimmerman........ XXVIIL, 95 
Ferris vs. Home Life Assur. 

Nb cscnedncavedsccnacacane XXVIII., 188 
Fidelity Mut. Life Ass'n vs. Ficklin 

ksesst necuinnunewdacesscenuss XXI., 658 
Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n vs. 

Co Ee reer XXIX., 769 
Fidelity Mutual Life Ass’n vs. 

SEONG. cence cecesse seeves XXIX.,1045 
Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n vs. 

PREP cances stcce aeccecs XXVIII, 487 


Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n vs. Winn. XXV., 400 
Fidelity Mut. Life Ass’n of 


by a ee XXXI., 593 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. Alpers 

Givkakvarcunchncwaaneniakennl XXIV., 831 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. 

Ballard & Ballard Co...... XXVIII., 227 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. For- 

CUO Sik ctianedncaGenduacqoossa XXVII., 233 
Fidelity & Casualtv Co. vs. Ran- 

dolph, Executor................ XXVI., 291 
~—— & Casualty Co. vs. Sit- 

RGOKUEe Bebcntes  écsheunece XXIX., 65 

Widelity & Casualty Co. vs. The 

Consolidated Bank.............. XXV., 320 
Fidelity & Casualty Co.vs. Water- 

Gisbecebsnaccenccendeusesanenae XXVI., 63 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. vs. 

WRENS cdsak mebacteane caunae XXIX., 74 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. of New 

York vs. Field et al......... XXXI., 466 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. of N. Y. 

WH TAWOMEccce cecveces XXIX., 111 
Fidelity & Casualty Co. of New 

York vs. Willey et al........... XXVI., 897 
Fillmore vs. Great Camp of the 

Pein vias ckgcadaticcuesseis XXV., 640 
Finch vs. Grand Grove, etc., 

Ancient Order of Druids. ....... XXV., 494 
Finch vs. Modern Woodmen of 

BN inaincccccccnssciessesinic XXVII., 375 
— vs. Union Mut. Fire Ins. 

nese \AGa eae aee:, aaa XXXI., 986 


wines vs. Supreme Council 
Catholic Knights of America..XXX., 286 


POR WAy. Pik cece csacs dadcs XXXI., 833 
Fire Ass’n of Philadelphia vs. 

I ikiencane wecqueaseatciny XXIII., 535 
Fire Association of Phila. vs. 

ee FS ee XXX., 864 
Fire Ins. Ass’n, Limited, vs. Wick- 

WN IDOE daicnnstis beds cestndaaecnans XXI., 193 


Firemans Fund Ins. Co. vs. Pe- 
kor.—Sun Mut. Ins. Co. vs. 


BAM s 0.06. vecende vossccees XXVIII., 953 
Firemans Fund Ins. Co. vs. 

Abas  ceeuaa oWduanas ‘XXVIIL, 1025 
Firemen’s Fund Ins.Co.vs. Buck- 

staff. .... = sasaahdiandsbdawekuecarctal XXIII., 650 
Firemen’s Fund Ins. Co. 

IF escvitks ons: 6%. -cuebceee XXXI., 1049 
Firemen’s Ins. Co. vs. Appleton 

Paper & Pulp Co................. XXV., 634 








1160 Index of Cases Rerorted. 


Firemen’s Ins. Co. vs. Barnsch....XXVI., 101 


First Baptist Church of Jackson 
vs. Citizens’ Mut. Fire Ins. 


Wrccccces secee secccccccs VIII., 165 
First Congregational Church vs. 
ees XXII., 449 


First National Bank of Baton 

Rouge vs. Dakota F. & M. Ins. 

Wisscnedsrcveusennbbevensssceseued XXVI., 631 
First Nat'l Bank of Devil's Lake 

vs. American Central Ins. Co..XXIV., 56 
First Nat. Bank of Devil’s Lake vs. 

Manchester Fire Assurance Co.XXV., 272 
First National Bank of Fort 

Scott vs. Simpson et al.......XXIX., 576 
First Nat. Bank of Ottawa vs. 


Oe OE Dhvisexens) oveccasan XXX., 859 
Fischer vs. American Legion of 

DLS. Scunguakeacetadeeteruncwcel ExZYV., TT 
Fischer vs. London & Lanca- 

shire Fire Ins. Co.............. XXVII., 417 
Fischer vs. a Life 

Mb. Cskceenns: cease -XXX., 767 
Fisher vs. Donovan et al...... VXXVIIIL. » 186 


Fisher vs. Merchants’ Ins. Co...XXXI., 45 
Fisher vs. Metropolitan {ns.Co...XXIV., 129 
Fisher vs. Metropolitan Life ee. 





bi ciiennehhdseesasse GseneaNews XXIII., 238 
Fitchner et al. vs. Fidelity Mut. 

I saitkiinaninidainionasie x 326 
Fitzmaurice vs. Mut. Life Ins. Co.. 830 
Flanaghan vs. Phenix Ins. Co..... 459 
Fleeman vs, Fleeman et al... “XXVI. , 361 
Flei-ch et al. vs. Ins. Co. of North 

NED ech niivnexcsvesusnastnece XXIII., 634 
Fletcher vs. German American 

Ins. Co. of New York........ XXIX., 752 
Fletcher vs. Minneapolis F. & 

Bie BRB, Di cccccvcccccccscces XXIX.,1056 
Flint vs. ‘Travelers Ins. Co.......XXVII., 478 
Florida Cent. & P. R. Co. vs. 

American Surety Co. of New 

WEEisase. cctee- asnnnsasaeee XXIX., 673 
Flynn vs. Massachusetts Benefit 

MPs os cn ceaeaecs6 -..-XXVI., 438 
Fogg et al. vs. Supreme Lodge of 

Order of Golden Lion........... XXII. 848 


Folb et al. vs. Phenix Ins, Co.....X XIII., 685 
Foley vs. Farragut Fire Ins. Co.. XXIII., 78 
Foley et al. vs. Manufacturers & 


Builders’ Fire Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 598 
Follis vs. United States Mutual 

RERROES: BOP Raa cccsvcevscccaess XXV., 498 
Forbes vs. American Ins. Co....... ZV... 20% 
Forbes et al. vs. Union Central 

Life Ins. Co. ..............+s0.-e& VIL, 902 


Forest City Ins. Co. vs. Hardesty.XXX., 480 
Fournier vs. German American 


FRG: CO.cc0ss. c6ectse0 XXX., 715 
Fowler vs. Phoenix Ins. Co. of. 

Hartford, Comm.... scsvese XXVIII., 681 
Fowler vs. Preferred Acc.Ins.Co.XXVII., 168 
Fox vs. Capital Ins. Co............. XXIV., 203 
Fox vs. Masons’ + ruterval Ace, 

Ass’n of America. ............. XXVITI., 225 
Frane vs. Burlington Ins. Co...... XXII. 364 
Frank vs.Pacific Mut.Life Ins. Co.XXIV., 538 
Frankfurter vs. Home Ins. Co..... XXIV., 76 
Franklin Brass Co. vs. Phenix 

BRUTE DO... coscvccescccsconssscecdak Vm On 
Franklin et al. vs. Insurance 

RE és Detaddos bende oe ee | 
Franklin Fire Ins. Co. vs. Brad- 

DAbibne o6bnteeee. opacn XXXI., 15 
Franklin Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hel- 

lerick et al.....cecsecceees XXVIII., 1034 


Fraser vs. tna Life Ins. Co....XXXI., 628 
Fraser vs. Home Life Ins. Co..XXVIII., 1005 


Fraser vs. Home Life Ins, Co....XXIX., 541 
Frasier vs. New Zealand Ins. Co.XXXI., 1032 


Fred J. Kiesel & Co. vs. Sun 

Ins. Office of London...... XXVIII., 434 
Fred Miller Brewing Co. vs. Coun- 

Se UT =. eee vs. ZT 


Freedman vs. Fire Ass’n of Phila...XXV., 74 
Freedman vs. Providence-Wash- 


TROT TOG, TR. ccccccsccscnccus XXVII., 215 
Freeman vs. Mercantile Mut. Acc. 

CAckenudniechidetakkebee uxdshae XXI., 663 
French vs. ee Life & An- 

NS Rs psa va aredcaenn XXVII., 331 
French vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

 aGacectudek. civccnesecaane XXII., 153 





French vs. The People XXIV., 678 


French, Receiver, vs. Mayor, etc., 


of the City of Millville......XXX., 958 
Friedman vs. Fennell............... XXII., 240 
Fritz vs. Lebanon Mut. Ins. Co....XXIL, 590 
Fritz vs. Quaker City Mut. Fire 

OE dcpassauscunpesiacnoused XXIII., 480 
Fromherz vs. Yanktown Fire 

Bia win tasws divwinndcNewnncte XXIV., 672 


Fry & Co. vs. Wm. Crabb, De- 
fendant, and Fire Ass’n of 


Phila., Garnishee....... ey i a 
Fuller vs. Locomotive Engineers’ 

Mut. Life & Accident Ass’n..XXIX., 575 
Fulton vs. Stephens. ..........-- -XXVII., 646 


Fulton & McNett, Trustees for 
the Phenix Mutual Life Ins. 
Co. vs. Phenix Ins. Co......... XXIII., 314 


Furbush ys. Maryland ey 
Cs acnecnk copeae wsdne -XXXI., 876 


Gadd vs. Equitable Life Assur. 

OS eee XXxX., 281 
Gale vs. Mutual Aid & Acc. Ass’n.XXII., 240 
Ganeet vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 


sian vs. Standard Fire 
SEM Aaces sccenexeveensss XXVIII., 125 


Gandy vs. Orient Ins. Co......... XXVII., 575 
Garber vs. Bressee et al XXVIII., 1038 


Garbutt vs. Citizens’ Life & En- 
QOWMORE AGO R. ......0..sccccveces XXII., 464 


Gardner vs. Fidelity Mut. Life 
Ass’n.—Warner vs. Same..... 


Garfield et al.vs.Rutland Ins. Co. 
MMe Saas tecasaccenac cs canwrsoase XXVI.,1019 


Garner vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co...XXX., 861 
Garretson vs. Merchants’ and 


XXVI., 543 





-XXVI., 652 


DARere Tas. CO......0..ccce000 XXIV., 320 
Garrettson vs. Equitable Mut. 

Life & Endowment Ass’n...... XXVI., 633 
Garrettson vs. Merchants’ & 

Bankers’ Fire Ins. Co........ XXX., 839 
yauntlett et al. vs. Sea Ins. Co. 

CE Gis cavsend. visenn  weeeesen XXX., 986 
Geare ote al. vs. United States Life 

BE Wisc kciccconcsmsanesnesctensn XXVI., 317 


Georgia Home Ins. Co. vs. Allen.XXVIII., 199 
Georgia Home Ins. Co. vs. Allen.XXXI., 60 
Georgia Home Ins. Co.vs. Bartlett.XXIV., 685 
Georgia Home Ins. Co. vs. Hall 

Me Uikceuekiesvounscxsoncravandsies XXVI., 202 
Gerling vs. Agricultaral Ins. Co..XXIV., 385 
German-American Fire Ins. Co. 


va. City of Minden....... ....: XXVII., 542 
German-American Ins. Co. vs. 

Buekstaff. . cobenssecerdnean OGL 
German. American Ins. Co. vs. om... 

mercial Fire Ins. Co.............. , 626 
German American Ins. meal 

POEB. ccc seus Kuseses * XXX., 827 


German American ‘Ins. Co. vs. 
PR a didnnas cvbres vacnecnc caceses XXIV., 273 


we 


. 
< 











eRe seeing 


SSRIS 


TREE DATEL 


k 
¢ 
6 


Ramee 





Index of Cases Reported. 1161 


German-American Ins. Co. vs. 


DEMIEI « <davannnccexee ad ones XXV., 658 
German-American Ins. Co. vs. 

IER Ry od cdsyncus ceckccecute XXVI., 384 
German American Ins Co. vs. 

FOR. vce € eetene censeceess XXIX., 95 
German-American Mutual Life 


SEED VB. DAD. nccdesccszcces XXVII., 657 
German Fire Ins. Co. vs. Laggart...XXI., 374 
German Fire Ins. Co. vs. Roust...XXVI., 699 


German Ins. Co. vs. Brown........ XXIV., 635 
German Ins. Co. vs. Davis........ XXIII., 768 
German Ins. Co. vs. Everett...... XXVII., 838 
German Ins. Co. vs. Fairbank....... xXxXI., 83 


German Ins. Co. vs. Hart.......... XXIV., 79 
German Ins. Co. vs. Hyman......... XXI., 941 
German Ins. Co. vs. Kirkendall 

GE he cccccse socvcce sovcesodeamicsy S06 
German Ins. Co. vs. Read’s Ex’s..XXVI., 272 
German Ins. Co. vs. York............ XXI., 508 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport, IIL, 

WE SNe a cunkacavadionedacdsus XXVII., 315 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport, IlL., 

vs. Downman et al... .cccess XXXI., 741 


German Ins. Co. of Freeport vs. 

Emporia Mutual Loan & Sav- 

SRS TMSCWTIOR. cocci escsee XXIX., 380 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport, I11., 

vs. First —_ ank of 


po eee XXVI., 600 
German Ins. Co., of Freeport, 

Wik: POUENE a ves nisccce cece XXVIII., 286 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport vs. 

EE Wlnc0vdadecectaccecunad XXII., 41 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport vs. 

WENNO Ss caatanasdicesncscanenseass XXII., 48 
German Ins. Co. of Freeport, IIll., 

vs. Russell et al.... ..... .-X&X&XI., 863 
German Ins. & Savings Institu- 

EL Serre XXIV., 703 


German Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
Schwarzwaelder.... .... ....-XXIX., 191 
German Mut.Ins.Co.vs. Niewedde.XXVI., 730 
Germania Fire Ins. Co. vs. Home 
GE Ci rnksiccsers cnconescsesntadne as ie 
Germania Ins. Co. vs. Anderson.XXVII., 267 
Germania Ins. Co. vs. Bromwell...XXV., 372 


Germania Ins. Co. vs. Wingfield..XXIX., 955 
Germania Life Ins. Co. vs. 

FOR cctcvctinnkcentence XXVIII., 189 
Gettelman et al. vs. Commercial 

Union Assur.Co. etal.......... XXVII., 160 
Gibb et al. vs. Fire Ins. County 

of Philadelphia.................- XXIV., 313 
Gibson vs. Connecticut Fire Ins. 

eeunacsisu dans kccnataeoacidenseees XXVI., 86 
Gibson vs. Imperial Council of 

Order of United Friends....... XXVI., 815 


Gibson vs. St. Paul Fire & Marine 
BW Gis acsi convenccenessavestes XXVI., 94 


» & L. 
ins. CO. esccccccees ve 629 


Qian cabas cindusencecdeadantsaveen XXI., 428 
Gillett vs. Burlington Ins. Co..... XXIV., 147 


Gillon vs. Northern Assurance 

Co. of London ....... evesnse XXIX.,1051 
SN OR: TI oo cada cseied XXXI., 95 
Ging vs. Travelers Ins. Co....XXVIII., 279 


Girard F. Ins. Co. vs. Boulden...... XXII., 238 


ee XXIII., 752 
Givens vs. Veerer................. XXVII., 64 
Glaze vs. Three Rivers Farmers’ 

Mut. Fire Ins. Co............... XXII., 863 
Glenn vs. Burns et al............. XXVII., 742 


Glens Falls Portland Cement 
Co. vs. Travelers Ins. Co.....XXIX., 748 


Globe Reserve Mut. Life Ins. Co. 


Wis DI OO Gin civdciaceccccecces XXII., 121 
Glover vs. National Fire Ins. Co. 

Oy BR kee cicdaundacsccas XXVIT., 678 
Glover vs. Rochester-German Ins. 

i cecasaae o+00- KAVI., 689 
Godfrey vs. . New “York Life Ins. 

Gi arccsivcdannsScansateea ouieues XVII., 300 
Going vs. Mutual Benefit Life 

Te Gieckesas eeu acdecene XXIX., 801 . 
Goldbaum etal. vs. Blum ctal..... XXVI., 82 
Golden vs. Metropolitan Life 

Beb., Gib ccctccnccesscccduss XXVIII, 185 
Golden etal. vs. Northern Assur. Co.XXI., 360 


Goldman et al. vs. North British & 


Mercantile Ins. Co............... , 601 
Goode et al. vs. Georgia Home Ins. 

ilcanscdcacsion seahtienentadcuanl XV., 459 
Goodhue vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 

OO. cvcccece ecccccce seseves XXIX., 207 
Goodman vs. Cohen .................. XXI., 424 


Goodwillie et al. vs. London 
Guarantee & Accident Co.....XXX., 147 


Goodwin vs. Provident Savings 


Life Assur. Society.............. XXV., 409 
Gordon vs. United States Casu- 
BEEF GWcccccce covesesecoes -.- XAXIX., 95 


Gould vs. Dwelling-House Ins. Co..XXI., 328 
Gowers ys. Mutual Fire Ins. Co.XXXI., 496 
Grable, Trustee, vs. German Ins. 





ag SS XXI., 132 
Grace et al. vs. Northwestern 

Mut. Relief Ase’n ............ XXIII., 699 
one vs. American Fire Ins. 

ch waeine cdnebenpedesde caiaaenes XXVI., 744 
Graham vs. sae Fire Ins. 
pactousess Suse aanecuwe XVIII., 442 
Grand eras A. oO. U. Ww. vs. Noll 
kcsimacaiecatyiecs)naon taliliaa qe areal ee XII., 476 
ua i A. O. U. W. etal.vs. 

pO eee ee eee XXII., 523 
Grand Lodge A. 0. U. W. of Ind 

Was SEMEN Ss cidanwacedencudodedens XVI., 463 
oa ee Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

PeRcCienesenessRaeEeEaN XXVIII., 943 
duane vs. Manchester Fire 

Be. Dcvcntvccson Ausenne XXVIII., 220 
Graves et al.vs. Merchants’& Bank- 

ON Bs Cit dinnderccncessicncenes XXIT., 884 
Gray vs. Merriman 765 
Gray vs. Reynolds. ................- +» 937 
Gray etal. vs.Germania Fire Ins. 

Co. of City of New York....... XXVII., 474 
Green vs. Des Moines Fire Ins. Co.XXII., 543 


Green vs. Equitable Mut. Life & 
Endowment Ass’n............ XXVII., 935 


Green vs. Liverpool & London & 
a XXIV., 180 


Greene et al. vs. Northwestern 
Live Stock Ins. Co.............. XXII., 256 


Greenlee vs. Iowa State Ins. Co..XXVI.,1016 
Greenlee et al. vs. North British 


& Mercantile Ins. Co........... XXVI., 801 
Greenwich Ins. Co. vs. Dough- 

ie ic cvcnandeccaedsaeecnn XXVIII., 383 
Greenwich Ins. Co. vs. Louisville 

GN. BR. Ca € Qheecce cecses XXXI., 298 


Greenwich Ins. Co. vs.Sabotnick.XXIII., 154 
Greenwich Ins. Co. vs.Waterman 


1p it bnitadinsonsgucatadainedssadve XXII., 651 
Greenwood Ice & Coal Co. vs. 

Georgia Home Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 633 
Greiss vs. State Investment & 

BN Ei akoncwesnin devcecenaaayeet XXII., 629 
Griesa et al. vs. Massachusetts 

EEE MA i sacinscaducccmnenee XXVI., 638 


Griesemer vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co.XXVI., 731 
Griffith vs. New York Life Ins.Co.XXVI., 212 
Grimley vs. Harold et al......XXVIII., 672 








1162 Index of Cases Keported. 


Grindle vs. York Mutual AidAss’n.XXVI., 631 


Gristock vs. Royal Ins. Co...........X XI., 871 
Griswold vs. Illinois Central Rail- 

PE sosncianskinnawenksawennnat XXI., 961 
Griswold vs. Ill. Cent. R. R. Co...XXIII., 400 
Gross et al. vs. Ins. Companies. .... XXV., 631 
Grubbs vs. Virginia Fire & Marine 

BD. Gi cn cccsenccinpsnsnccdatesvene XXI., 470 
Gruber vs. Grand Lodge A. 0. 

De Bowensectovncuse 060s suet XXIX., 287 
om. et al.vs. Exchange Fire Ins. 

abaupgbens sianeaacnnneeestesasie XXII., 552 
Geininan vs. Metropolitan Life 

SN Ns casas nkeneusasesan ceeu XXVII., 93 
Guiterman etal.vs.German-Amer- 

Is SENS dtnipviaivesbeasnabone Van Tae 
Gutterson vs. Gutterson et al........ XXI., 883 
Hadley vs. Provident Savings 

Life Assur. Society........ XXVIII., 188 


Hagan et al. vs. Scottish 
Union & National Ins. Co....XXIX., 666 


Hahn vs. Guardian Assurance Co..XXII., 721 


Haider et al. vs. St. Paul ire & 
TIE DUE, ID onsen scanscnsens XXVII., 222 


Haire vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co...XXII., 66 
Hale vs. Life Indemnity & Invest- 





RNG ai kn ind cdaesnaienaens bes xXV., 68 
Hale vs.Life Indemnity & Invest- 

Dis kk asdausnivesscdicisawnce XXV., 801 
Haley vs. Prudential Ins. ..-XXX., 469 
Be Ci BR x onivceccncccsicencescs< XXVI., 926 
Hall vs. American Employers’ Lia- 

EE MENG MER. Nice nsbnnecomenacede XXV., 154 
Hall vs. American Masonic Acci- 

PR iicadsscnconenedeenie XXIV., 22 
Hall vs. Concordia Fire Ins. Co...... XXI., 731 
Hall vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co..... XXIII., 667 
Hall vs. Union Central Life Ins. 

ace secant -XXX., 287 
Hall vs. United States Fidel-_ 

ity & Guaranty Co........ XXVIII., 661 
Halle et al. vs. New = Life 

BER: DOB sivas. évaconee .-XXX., 188 


Halsey et al. vs. Adams et a. XXVIII, 734 
Halsey et al. vs. Adams et al....XXIX., 860 


Hamberg vs. St. Paul Fire & 
ek! SE 6g 


Hamill vs. Supreme Council of the 
MmOpGl ATEOBUM. ......cccccecess XXII., 860 


Hamilton vs. Dwelling House Ins. 
Co so a ee ae 339 


Hamilton . 
BO. DBiincc anes .cacees sev05 XXxX., 89 


Hamilton vs. Royal Arcanum...XXVIII., 189 
Hamilton etal. vs.Phenix Ins.Co.XXIITI., 561 
Hamm Realty Co. vs. New 





Hampshire Fire Ins. inc vee XXIX.,1054 
Hamm Realty Co. vs. New Hamp- 
Ghise Vire fms. O0.......000% XXXI., 241 
Hampton et al. vs. Hartford Fire 
BOE, OO. cscs conesvce cvscone XXX., 141 
— vs. National Live-stock Ins. 
Kebee Shane -XXIII., 794 


unawares v8. Diermeyer et ‘al. -XXVI., 462 
Hanford vs. Saanenennaetts Ben- 


Se Cn sect cnenccndscctensves XXIII., 747 
Hankins vs. Rockford i scwsvcs XXI., 192 
Hanna vs. Connecticut Mut. Life 

PW ok6esen Winns uiswwewnaccaue XXVI., 312 
Hannon vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 

WOR ees ULAR) a sksanedabaenre XXVIII., 942 
Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. Brown 

Re Nita chance ckennsauscansnonses XXII., 840 


Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. Craw- 
ford.—Crawford vs. Hano- 
Ver PWS Cas. Oo... cccverre XXVIII, 945 
Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dole..K XVII., 743 


Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. GustinX XIII., 661 


Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hat- 
Miasahis, Waeeaeis. se keener XXIX., 664 


Hanover Fire Ins.Co.vs. Lewis et al.XXI., 316 
Hanover Fire Ins. Co. vs. National 


Exchange Bank et al............ XXV., 475 
Hanover Fire Ins.Co.and Citizens’ 

Ins. Co. v8. AmeS8............... XXII., 660 
Hanover Fire Ins. Co, et al. vs. 

| eee eee XXV., 681 
Hanover Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 

PE IL. ow advnakbiccncucees XXII., 69 
Hanover Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 

SII WIRE, wnccncsicncocseec XXVII., 120 


Hanscom vs. Home Ins. Co.— 
same vs. North British & 


Mercantile Ins. Co............ XXVII., 19 
Hansen vs. Sup. Lodge Knights 
Me I ec casakaavsuscenesacet ue XXVI., 362 


Hanson vs. Minnesota Scandi- 
navian Relief Ass’n et al...... XXVI., 488 


Hapeman vs. Citizens’ Mut. Fire 


SEA LUM scams; skaeen. .< eenee XXX., 452 
Harding vs. Norwich Union Fire 
Phx vebunas cunticcddencoue XXVI., 901 





Hardwick vs. State Ins. Co........XXIL, 262 
Hardy et al. vs. Lancashire Ins.Co.XXV., 746 


Hare vs. Headley et al............. XXVI., 459 
Harniden vs. Milwaukee Mechan- 

NU MEL IGS Woascessckicncccencad XXV., 124 
Harris vs. Phenix Ins. Co.......... XXII., 116 
Harris, Resp’t, vs. Mutual Life, 

BOE he BE Ge kn cv cvcccccccccas XXVI., 362 


Harrison vs. Hartford Fire Ins.Co.XXIII., 161 
Harrison vs. Hartford Fire Ins.Co.XXVIL., 271 
Harrison vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 


Tissas” Scawerans Denves, cee XXX., 253 
Harrison et al. vs. Masonic Mut. 

Benefit Society................ XXVII., 255 
Hart vs. Citizens’ Uns. Co......... XXIII., 32 
Hart vs. National Masonic Ac- 

cident Association.......... XXVIII, 96 


Hart et al.vs. Niagara Fire Ins.Co.XXI1V., 87 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co.vs Clayton.XXVII., 384 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Josey..XXVI., 829 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Kahn..X XIIL., 184 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Keat- 


rea XXVII., 406 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Mc- 
ee ee XXIII., 788 


Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. NelsonXXXI., 271 


Hartford Fire Ins. Co, vs. Shlen- 
cc isievesee 6ceess eeee. 0% XXXI., 938 


Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Small..XXVI., 635 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. vs. Walker.XXX., 541 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs 

Bonner Mercantile Co....... ET. 801 
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 

Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 


POM BOMWEF Cees ccs vee ce XXXI., 877 
Hartford Life & Annuity Ins. Co. 

ih: ML scmeatniethdiancetpegdes XXI., 481 
Hartford Life & Annuity Co. vs. 

, sss I XXII., 880 
Hartford Life Ins. Co. vs. 

BED BE Dhiccvescsdovccevs XXVIII., 190 


Hartford Steam-Boiler a. & Ins. 
Co. vs. Cartier. ..... cocseserMeael., 508 


Hartford Steam- Boiler | Insp. & 
Ins. Co.vs. Lasher Stocking Co.XXVI., 207 


Hartwell vs. California Ins. Co....XXII., 636 
Harvey vs. Detroit Fire & Ma- 


fine Ins. God.....0000% occcecKmVIll., 884 
Harvey vs. Van Cott etal......... SxIit. 
Haskell vs. Equitable Life Assur. 

ic6. Seis e seus BbHOK< osckabaele, Gea 
Hass et al.vs.Mutual Relief Ass’ n 

Oy iso vakcs cataanesvcss XXVI., 992 


Hastings vs.Brooklyn Life Ins.Co.XXII., 699 


eR EE 





2 RRA NRE RR A 


. 
& 
: 
t 


Index of Cases R-ported. 1163 


Hathaway vs. Orient Ins. Co...... XXII., 358 
Hathaway et al. vs. Mutual Life 


Ins. Co. of New York........ XXIX., 325 
Haupt vs. Phenix Mut. Life 

BE: Dei dictacvevsscases sa0d84 XXIX., 575 
Havens et al. vs. Germania Fire 

PO RE os ccccvedusice coaven XXIV., 321 
Haverstick vs.Penn Tp. Fire Ins. 

Se sa wdababnandeandscontiamaned XXIII, 451 


Hawkins vs. McCalla etal ........ XXIV., 720 
Hawley vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co..XXIII., 874 
Hawley vs. Michigan Mut. Life 


RN cekiannesccneskuunse. cxewes XXIV., 216 
Haydel vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

BETO. BOP Ri vesncs caceva --XXX., 289 
Hayes vs. Milford Mut. Fire Ins. 

Wei deciaateananeeeinkasassedecdast XXVIL., 459 


* Hayne vs. Metropolitan Trust Co.XXVI., 731 


Haynie et al. vs. Knights Temp- 
lars’ & Masons’ Life Indem- 


SR Gis cdnwcceiensegssseseues XXVII., 450 
Hazen vs. Massachusetts Mut. 

) ) _&. aaa eS XXVII., 242 
Heidenrich vs. tna Ins. Co...... XXIII., 800 


Heinlein vs. Imperial Life Ins.Co.XXIIL., 690 
Helwig vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co.... XXI., 660 
Hembean vs. Great Camp of 

Knights of Maccabees. ........ XXIII., 704 
Henchel vs.Oregon F.& M.Ins.Co.XXIII., 80 
Henderson vs. Travelers Ins. Co..XXIV., 351 
Hendrick vs. Employers’ Liabil- 


eee XXIV., 69 
Hennessy vs. Metropolitan Life 

Wh, MNCs oa eevee lnceuene XXXI., 963 
Hennessy vs. Niagara Fire Ins. 

WOGiisa cunte-dcvud dun axcsuspacsacie XXIII., 796 
Henschel vs. Oregon F. & M. Ins. 

Gikvctabinsaceneneds sansiudeuennne XXI.,1039 
Henschel vs. Oregon F. & M. Ins. 


Gas cncvnkenscdneadcaéekbe caeneeas XXII, 385 
Herman et al. vs. Katz et al..XXVIII., 95 
Herndon vs. Imperia) Fire Ins. Co..XXI., 990 
Herndon et al. vs. tna Ins. Co..XXVI., 363 
Heron vs. Phenix Mutual Fire 


Me MM aetes de sdeusnenccctdenss XXVI., 690 
Hester vs. Scottish Union & 

National Ins. OO. ...ccccccses XXXI., 687 
Heuer vs. Northwestern National 

Be GE vi anincuvetducuuscceesucnaed XXII., 518 


Heuer vs. Westchester Fire Ins.Co.XXIV., 471 
Heusinkveld vs. St. Paul Fire & 


pO" eee XXV., 392 
Hey vs. Guarantors’ Liability In- 

IIT. .ndnbepcdnccnsensesnt XXVI.,1012 
Heydorf vs. Conrack........... XXVIII, 93 


Heye vs. North German Lloyd....XXVI., 172 
Heywood vs. Maine Mutual Acci- 

Ce eee XXIII., 480 
Hibernia Ins. Co. vs. Malevinsky.X XIII., 593 
Hickerson et al. vs. Ins. Cos..... XXV., 422 
Hicks vs. British America As- 


Ce? Se ee eee XXX., 14 
Hicks et al vs. National Life Ins. 
ODS ya kcds cea aatDiaee xen passione Bae XXVI., 134 


High Court of Foresters vs. Zak..XXVI., 270 
Hill vs. Commercial Union Ins. Co.XXV., 185 
Hill vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co..XXXI., 207 


BERR we. GeeesbeGR.. 0 “occccces XXXI., 206 
Hill vs. Middlesex Mut. vow As- 

surance Co........ sone . - XXIX., 185 
Hill vs. Mutual Reserve ‘Fund 

BAUD. BEC Os cect ssteces -XXX., 767 
Hill vs. Ohio Ins. Co............... “XXIII. 559 


Hill vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn. XXVv., 663 
Hill vs. United States Life Ins. 
IN 0 ck no cuvbavebnepavasesdeuss XXII., 394 


Hills et al. vs. Mackill et al........ XXVI., 173 


Hilton vs. Phoenix Assur. Co. 

Ce Se err XXVIII., 309 
Hines vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co...... XXV., 555 
Hirschl et al. vs. Clark............. XXVI., 361 
Hoffman vs. North British & 

Mercantile Ins. Co............ XXX., 570 
Hoffman et al. vs. Standard Life 

& BOE Giiccccccc ceccee XXX., 269 


Hogan vs. Metropolitan Ins. Co.....KXXV., 228 
Hogben vs. Metropolitan Life 

| i ree ee ee XXVI., 998 
Hogue vs. Minnesota Packing & 

DEOUMMEE OD. «2 ccccccccnesecess XXIV., 119 
Holbrook et al. vs. Baloise Fire 

RY Eilcsécadaccudtanddennstaany XXVII., 639 
Holbrvok et al. vs. Mill Owners 

SWE. BB: Qin s <sivcncccceccescsscdaeaey Oe 


Holdom vs. Grand Lodge A.O.U.W.XXV., 44 
Holland vs. Supreme Council of 


Order of Chosen Friends........ =Xii., Tis 
Hollitay et al. vs. State Board of 

Tax Commissioners et al.......XXVI., 732 
——s vs. Dwelling-House ae: 

Co wee eee eee eee ween nee ee ee eeeeees XXL. 379 
Hollowell et al. vs. Life Ins. Co. 

SE VEaacas cucccusesuns XXIX., 458 
Holmes vs. Davenport. .............-. XXI., 479 
Holmes vs. Gilman et al............ XXII., 641 
Holmes vs. Thomason.... ....... XXX., 574 
Holter Lumber Co. vs. Firemen’s 

POE Ty GIR isinnecsccnokcdcnast XXVI., 10 
Home Benefit Ass’n vs. Sargent....XXI., 204 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Bean...... XXIV., 516 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Bern- 

BON ccc cccccee cevsecseses XXVIII, 73 


Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Collins..XXX., 435 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Decker.XXVIII., 94 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Fallon..... XXIV., 690 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Garbacz....XXV., 782 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Gurney..XXVIII., 374 
Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hammang 


Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Johan- 
GOBiccccdcc cctecces cescecns XXIX., 170 


Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Weed..XXVIII., 92 


Home Fire Ins. Co. vs. Wood et al. XXVI., 686 
Home Fire Ins. Co., of Omaha, 

WO. DeOtS....02 cocccecsces XXVIII, 63 
Home Fire Ins. Co. of Omaha vs. 

GGCIIEE,. 0.3 ci vccncececccvccncsuse XXVI.,1021 
Home Forum Ben. Order vs. 

WOO vevcdudesuvaadenccudesahes XXVII., 8 
Home Friendly Society vs. Berry.XXVI., 341 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Bethel et al..... XXII, 104 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Connally..... XXIX., 642 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Delta Bank.....XXVI., 233 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Gibson.......... XXIV., 458 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Hancock..... XXX., 632 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Koob et al....XXXI., 811 
Home Ins. Co. vs. McRichards...... XXI.,1041 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Marple ......... XXVI., 639 


Home Ins. Co. vs. Marshall et al....X XI., 845 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Mendenhall....XXVI., 768 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Scales et al....XXIII., 712 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Stone River Nat. 

ic amisinnaiiidasnavenncssansonaue XXI., 898 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Winn..........- XXIV., 126 
Home Ins. Co. vs. Wood.............XXI., 179 
Home Ins. Co. of New York vs. 

WN ikisas ie wkiinokdcdesansvacees -XXVI., 545 


Home Ins. Co. of New York vs. 
MOGTD. cccce ccvvee eccccce XXVIII., 342 


Home Ins. Co. of New York 
vs, Peoria & P. U. Ry. Co...XXVIII., 289 


Home Life Ins. Co. vs. Myers...KXX¥., 623 
Home Life Ins. Co. vs. Seibert. XXVIII., 189 








1164 Index of Cases Reported. 


Hong Sling vs. Royal Ins. Co. et al..X XI., 718 


Hong Sling vs. Scottish Union & 
Be HE SP viicnccenadnsccunncceee XXI., 110 


Hook vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co..... XXIIL., 557 
Hooper vs. People of State of Cali- 


i Riianacvenvéeewebhebesivnsense XXIV., 578 
Hoover vs. Mercantile Town Mut. 

BME, GD sicccs aves cco ee -XXXI., 879 
Hope Oil Mill Compress & Mfg. 

Co. vs. Phoenix Assur. Co......XXVI., 995 
Hopkins vs. Northwestern Life 

pS i Serer rr XXVIII., 1017 
Hopkins vs. Northwestern Life 

MSGR. GOeccce soccesesvecess XXIX., 794 
Hopkins et al vs. Hopkins’ Adm’r 

eentasedicnbnaninskicaekonehsnn XXII., 530 
Horton vs. New York Life Ins. 

TD wcevuscccnecedcscvecacss XXVIII., 816 
Hotchkiss vs. Phenix Ins. Co........XXI., 349 
Houghton vs. Bradley et al........ XXVI.,1004 


House Ins. Co. vs. Sylvester......XXIX.,1044 
Houston et al. vs. Farmers’ & 


Merchants’ Ins. Co..... .....XXXI., 421 
Howard Ins. Co. vs. Owens........ XXII., 514 
Hubbard vs. Mutual Reserve 

arr XXVII., 202 
Hubbard vs. Mutual Reserve 

eee BAe: BOs ces ccvcnsoss XXIX., 577 


Hubbard et al. vs. Turner et al....X XVI., 268 
Hubert vs. Southern Live-Stock 


Em. CO..00.0 cvccccccccc ccd Wels, 1086 
Hudson vs. Compere et al....... XXX., 464 
Hudson et al. vs. Scottish Union 

& National Ins. Co..........2 XXX., 1023 
Huesinkveld vs. St. Paul F. 

BM. UMA. GO. ccesccevess XXVIII., 383 
TEROF WE. BW. ccccccccescesces XXIX., 377 
Hughes vs. Ins. Co. of North 

PTI  concsccescesnscvesesesiteeing THE 


Hulton vs. Patrons’ Mutual F. 
Ins. Co. of Southern Pa....XXVIII., 57 


Humphreys vs. National Benefit 


nr 


iia sccssiniviccsscvacces XXI., 69 
Hunt vs. Fidelity & Casualty 

ae SO eee XXIX., 694 
Hunten et al. vs. Equitable Life..XXVI., 362 
BE DU FUER. cn csccngesisevoccsius XXI., 378 
rere: 6 oc a 
Hurst Home Ins. Co. vs. Muir et 

Ba sccccesss ° co ccdbakahe, GUT 


Huston vs. Cision Ins. tin. _XXXL, 1069 
Idaho Forwarding (o. vs. Fire- 


mom's PARA INO. OO.......cccsese- XXL, 756 
Tllinois Live-stock Ins. Co. vs. 
EE chihdns scnbveuaceshesnsntas XXIV., 122 


Imbrie vs. Manhattan Life Ins.Co.XXVI., 829 


Imperial Fire Ins. Co. vs. Coos 
OE dncnnavadinvvsss Sdctonve XXITI., 282 


Imperial Life Ins. Co. vs. Glass....X XII., 299 
a Life Ins. Co. vs. Ham- 
itzer, State Treasurer......... XXII., 640 
Imperial Mfg. Co. vs. American 
Credit Indemnity Co........... XXVI., 626 
Imperial Shale Brick Co. vs. 
BOWON CF Bhiscscccs -XXXIL., 3876 
Improved-Match Co. vs. Michigan 
Sees Wee TO, TOs sncckccccce XXIX., 53 
Independent Order of Foresters 
WO, TONNE... ceccccse svece XXIX., 95 
Independent Order of Foresters 


vs. Keliher et al............ XXIX., 380 
Independent School Dist. of Doon 

vs. Fidelity Ins. Co.......... XXX., 376 
Indp. Sons & Daughters of Ja- 

cob et al. vs. Henderson et 

Sickestcscsavrvevepsves canbe XXVIII., 381 


Indiana Farmers’ Live-stock Ins. 
Co. vs. Byrkett.—Same Ptf. vs. 
Runidell.—Same Ptf. vs. Boge- 


GND 5 cshnwunananactesccasuseussee XXVI., 271 
Indiana Farmers’ Live-stock Ins. 
ee, Wii GUI cc snnsnncssccsens XXIL., 836 


Ingersoll vs. Knights of GoldenRule.X XI1., 276 
In matter of the Pelican Ins. Co. 





in Liquidation KX AIV., 536 
In re Conrad's Estate XXIIIL., 683 
In re Equitable Reserve Fund Life 

Ma xs wa dvensvdcscncssax -XXI., 385 
Tm FO EROGAR. co scccccccccccsecs XXVIII., 520 
In re Holden et ux...... ore: te 


In re Minneapolis Mut. Fire Ins. 

Co., Powell et al. vs. Wyman....XXI., 546 
In re Mutual Guaranty Fire 

Ins. Co.—Alvord vs. Barker 

CE Giicct. censce osecsnecas XXVIII., 205 


In re Order of Fraternal Guard- 


ians’ Estate; Appeal of Sheeler 

i ni0ten nkke Ga ventip cencdecsnit XXVI., 170 
In re St. Paul German Ins. Co. 

Screven vs. Franzen........... XXIV., 1380 
Insurance Commissioner’ vs 

People’s Fire Ins. Co...... “XXV III., 931 
Insurance Comm'r vs. Provi- 

dent Aid Souciety.............. XXVII., 480 
Insurance Co. of North America 

i Ear XXIV., 481 


Insurance Co. of North America 
vs. Canada Sugar Refining 


Di, RO sn Vadnecunsenccccss XXVII., 959 
Insurance Co. of North America 

vs. Caruthers et al.............. XXVI., 636 
Ins. Co. of North America vs. 

PP pikes Sn ceee KvGesne XXXI., 723 
Insurance Co. of North America 

a Ree XXV., 376 
Insurance Co. of North America 

vs. Thornton et al........... XXXI., 305 
Ins. Co. of North America vs. 

Weer OF Bloc cccccescesccecs XXIX., 94 
Insurance Co. of North America 

CC Gi: WO. GAs visccas cease XXxX., 287 
Insurance Co. of North America 

et al. vs. Wicker et al....... XXIX., 790 
Tnsurance Cos. vs. Barwick........ XXII., 265 
Insurance Cos. vs. Board of Com’rs 

of Shawnee County etal......... XXV., 466 
Insurance Cos. vs. Bohn et al. ..... XXIV., 408 
Insurance Cos. vs. Boulden........XXII., 188 





Insurance Cos. vs. Eddy............ XXII., 468 
Insurance Companies vs. Heflin..XXX., 326 
Insurance Companies vs. Weiss 

CH Ghicsccces ccvceese vevsees XXX., 365 
Tonia, E. & B.Farmers’ Mut. Fire 

Ins.Co.vs. Ionia Circuit Judge.XXIITI., 630 


Tonia, E. & B. Farmers’ Mut. Fire 

Be: OA: WE CUBR... < knnccecsetsac XXII., 857 
Iowa Life Ins. Co. vs. Eastern 

Mutual Life Ins. Co....... XXVIII., 8i¢ 
Iowa Life Ins. Co. vs. Eastern 

Mut. Life Ins. Co.........+.. XXIX., 299 
Irwin vs. Phoenix Accident & 

Sick Benefit Ass’n........00. XXX., 1049 
Isaacs vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ass’n........... XXVIII, 383 
Iversen et al. vs. Minnesota Mut. 

Life Ine, Co. et al... ccecses XXXI., 947 
Jackson va. Fidelity & Casualty 

CO: BE TIOW WORE u 6 asec ccccsecse XXVI., 928 
Jackson Bank vs. Williams...... XXIX., 857 


Jackson et al. vs. Millspaugh etal.XXVI., 268 
Jacobs vs. New York Life Ins. Co.XXVI., 163 
Jacobs vs. Omaha Life Ass’n..XXVIII., 190 
Jacohs et al. vs. Mutual Ins. Co. 
a XXVII., 715 
James et al. vs. Ins. Co. of N. A.....XXI., 377 


i i oe ee 





29 0 Sr rman eee 





Index ot Cases Reported. 1165 


Janneck | vs. Metropolitan Life 

FMS, GOs cece concece ccsnveccasanianes OOO 
Jarman vs. Knights ‘Templars’ 

& Masons’ Life Indemnity 


ae ae err XXVIII., 874 
Jarvis vs. Northwestern Mu- 

tual Relief Ass’n.......... XXVIII., 573 
Jauvrin vs. Rockingham Farm- 

ers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Co....... XXIX., 855 
Jerrett et al. vs. John Hancock 

BEGE.. EAE TOS: OOiecsiscccccesce XXVI., 529 


Johansen vs. Home Fire Ins. Co.XXVII., 610 
John Hancock Mut. Life Ins.Co. 


Wt BIE 66 ocndcctondaceuscncunas XXVII, 920 
John Hancock Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

vs. Houpt.. eoee ccccce . XXX., 865 
John Hancock Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

vs. Lawder et al.......scceee XXX., 363 
John Hancock Mut. Life Ins. 

Co. vs. Schlink......ccccee. XXVIII., 132 
John Hancock Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

WE, WEEP ccc cesses cocese XXX., 623 
Johnson vs. Dakota F. & M. Ins. Co.XXI., 575 
Johnson vs. Hall...................2.- XXI., 638 
Johnson vs. Massachusetts Bene- 

Mt Ase’m et Al. cccccccccesese XXIX., 180 
Johnson vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 

GP is Beieccctatuns. uscccaxcteeee Oe 
Johnson vs. North British & Mer- 

COMETS TOR Oi ccccé. wovsscs XI., 515 
Johnson vs. Norwalk Fire Ins. 

Ge vciee ncataven. ctananuases XXIX., 371 
Johnson vs. Phila. & Reading R. 

GS Eck nécckanutiveuckthteabiaees XXVI., 267 
Johnson vs. Scottish Union & 

WACGE ERS, CO. ..00 006 ccccese<s XXVI., 59 
Johnson vs. Sup. Lodge Knights 

fe Se eer XXVI., 434 


Johnson et al. vs. Alexander et al.XXVI., 270 


Johnson’s Adm’r vs. onan 
OB Gli ccaccce ceecsece eveces XXIX., 959 


Johnston vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co.XXV., 558 
Johnston vs. Phelps County Mut. 


BOR: Diistccisccccan scwences XXXI., 196 
Johnston et al. vs. Northwestern 

Live stock Ins. Co............ -XXVI., 732 
Jones vs. Alliance Mut. Fire Ins. 

Co.—Appeal of Kinney... ----XXV., 569 
Jones vs. German Ins. Co. of 

Freeport, Tliccccccs csvcscee XXIX., 60 
Jones vs. Granite State Fire Ins. 

MNS cavadeneds herbi nannenahanienila XXVI., 611 
Jones vs. Methvin................-- XXVI., 80 


Jones vs. New York Life Ins. Co..X XVI.,1009 
Jones vs New York Life Ins.Co.XXVII., 138 
Jones vs. Pheenix Ins. Co. of Hart- 


Ss GIN don. biainaestsidunandcwes XXV., 396 
Jones vs. Preferred Bankers’ 

Eafe AGRO. GB. ccccncccccs XXVIII, 826 
Jones vs.U.S.Mut.Accident Ass’n.XXVI., 733 
Jones et al. vs. Western Assur. 

Cl AE Tiicone , acntnaees XXX., 347 
Jory vs. Supreme Council Ameri- 

can Legion of Honor............ XXVI., 364 
Joye vs. South Carolina Mut. 

TRB OBicccce cxcovcvceces XXVIII., 549 
Jurgens vs. New York Life Ins.Co.X XVI., 103 
Kahn vs. Traders’ Ins. Co......... XXIII., 401 
Kahnweiler et al. vs. Phenix Ins. 

GON vkevacdensdeapadiceusgeneiacss XXIII., 391 
Kainer et al. vs. The Bergensern 

GPT she snicqnadcuscnnewenessacnan ZEVI.. 17% 


Kane vs. Schuylkill Fire Ins. Co.XXX., 695 





Kansas City M. & B. R. Co. vs. 

Southern Ry. News Co..... XXVIII., 767 
Kansas Farmers’ Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

Webi ncnaksccsscubuccseaenee XXI., 75 
Kansas Farmers’ Fire Ins. Co. 

DRBRRGER, cccnvedecccovccsases -.- XXIII, 208 


Kansas Farmers’ Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

PIG varcesiiadacetwesaaseccds XXVI., 197 
Kansas Mill Owners’ & Mfrs’ 

Mut. Fire Ins. Co. vs. Cen- 

tral Nat. Bank of Elisworth 


OO Giccnccse scesseveneces XXVIII, 741 
Kansas Mut. Life Ass'n vs. Hill, 

OGRE: GROG dnd saccscescsuns XXITI., 673 
Kase vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co..... XXV., 158 
Kasson vs. Rose, Secretary of 

DUM, ck cccconsasemesnsenes XXVIII, 95 
Kasten vs. Interstate Casualty 

Ye} 2 er XXVII., 726 
Kearney vs. Washtenaw Mut. 

WG THR. GRikdcs csacccscecs XXXI., 685 
Keefer vs. Modern Woodmen of 

RTE cccn “audacean: satecas XXXI., 718 
Keene vs.New England ‘Mut. Ace. 

SI hs Sininwincn cdcdessuyess XXVI., 401 





Keller vs. Travelers Ins. Co... ...XXIV., 396 
Kelley vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co..XXX., 904 
Kelley vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co., of 


OW BUM sosicd onctadinanedaewa XXVI., 927 

Kells vs. Northwestern Live-stock 
Os Oi iknx ca nehvasnaivn. dda dencs ee XV., 627 

— Life Insurance Clearing 
Ldchavidsuane teankuabaenwee cau XXVI., 892 

aun, vs. Western Assurance 
Chose cevesces sossescenscece XXIX.,1052 
Kennan vs. Rundle et al............. XXI., 524 

Kenton Ins. Co. vs. Osborne 

GE Giicccncccvn catecsoescs XXVIII., 1014 


Kenton Ins. Co. vs. Wigginton....XXVI., 111 


Kentucky Chair Co. vs, Roch- 
ester German Ins. Co.......XXVIIL., 361 
Kentticky Life & Accident Ins. 


: LL, ee XXVII., 642 
Kentucky Life & Accident Ins. 

CD. WO, TEs dic ccccescccas XXIV., 43 
Kentucky Life & Accident Ins. 

OS eS rr XXVII., 335 
Kentucky M. F.S. Co.vs. Logan’s 

Administrators................. XXVI., 266 
Kentucky Mut, Security Fund Co. 

etal vs. Turneretal.. ........ XXII., 238 
Kentzler vs. American Mutual 

Accident Association. ......... XXVI., 733 
Kerlin vs. National Accident 

BPs necansteceinbiasdeiens XXIII., 867 
Kern Brewing Co. vs. ——— _ 

CBccccccctne seenes . ° , 857 
Kern et al. vs. Grier Bi hiscccccss ‘scan 715 
Monier We: Men. wc... « sccacacceses XXI., 384 
Ketcham vs. American Mut. 

Ms Gai cic acc XXVII., 922 
Kettenring vs. Northwestern 

Masonic Aid Ass’n........ XXVIII., 1020 


Key vs. National Life Ins. Co..XXVIII., 259 
Kiernan vs. Dutchess County 


) > | > eres XXVI., 733 
Kimball vs. Masons’ Fraternal 

MG RIE ckcicntikensudsaracs XXVII., 390 
Kimbro vs. Continental Ins. Co.XXVIIL., 187 
King vs. Travelers Ins. Co...... XXVII., 383 
King Brick Manufacturing Co. vs. 

Tngurance Cos...........,.0..,.. XXV., 36 
Kinney vs. Baltimore & Ohio Em- 

ployes’ Relief Ass’n............... XXL, 176 


Kirkman vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co....XXIII., 453 
Kitching vs. Germania Fire Ins 


Ce sa daie ccerya ree teecel -XEX., 471 
Kitterlin vs. Milwaukee Mechanics’ 
Ie Oy NI Cina sane ccucekes s...XXT., 192 


Klein vs. L. & L. & G. Ins.Co....XX1X.,1053 
Kleis vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co...XXVII., 912 
Knarston vs. Manhattan Life 

ae QBiinecaccaces.cxaunae XXVIII., 456 
Knights Templars & Masonic 

Mut. Aid Ass'n vs.Greene etal. XXVI., 947 








1166 Index of Cases Reported. 


Knights Templars’ & Masons’ Life 

Indemnity Co. vs. Berry et al.XXIII., 640 
Knights Templars’ & Masons’ 

Life{ndemnityCo.vs Jacobus.XXVII., 369 
Knights ‘Templars’ & Masons’ 

Life Indemnity Co. vs. Jarman.XXX., 230 
Knop vs. National Fire Ins. Co...XXIV., 65 
Knop vs. National Fire Ins Co..... XXV., 181 
Knopke vs. Germantown Farm- 


ers’ Mutual Ins. Co........... XXVII., 645 
Knowlton vs. Bay State Bene- 

ONY MOOR: o.0:00:00.0006000 XXVIII., 92 
Knowlton vs. Berkshire Health 

Oe BOO: BOE Dis sa 0:60ss0ccaes XXVIII., 92 
Knowlton, Att’y-Gen., vs. Equi- 

CHS AOC, BST Be cs csccasvcss XXIX., 282 
Knoxville Fire Ins. Co. vs. Avery 

oi oie ph dnneend nbivchas seamed XXV., 234 


Knoxville Fire Ins. Co. vs. Hird..XXIII., 16 
Konrad vs. Union Casualty & 


Surety Co. of St. Louis ........ XXVI., 536 
Kooistra vs. Rockford Ins. Co. 

of Rockford, Ul)....ssesccece XXIX., 247 
Koshland vs. Fire Ass'n of Phila- 

SRIED « scncwkasenssennenansncecs XXVI., 943 


Koshland vs. Hartford Fire Ins.Co.XXVI., 945 
Koshland vs. Home Mut. Ins. Co.XXVI., 940 
Koshland vs. Home Mut. Ins.Co.X XVII., 304 
Kottman vs. Minnesota Odd Fel- 


lows’ Mut. Ben. Society....... XXVI., 235 
Krause vs. Equitable Life Assur. 

PE cis dnxinnsasnccnineussenay XXIV., 849 
Krause vs. Equitable Life Assur. 

IE Ws Woes canpxiscsctecce XXIII, 555 
Krug vs. German Fire Ins. Co...... XXI., 573 


Kruger vs. Life & Annuity Ass’n.XXVI., 636 


Labell et al. vs. Georgia Home 
Ba gancks vccusnases es cconiann XXVI., 461 


Laclede Fire Brick Mfg. Co. vs. 
Hartford Steam Boiler In- 
spection and Ins. Co...........XXIII., 491 


Ladd et al. vs. A2tna Ins. Co........XXV., 382 
Lady Lincoln Lodge vs. Faistetal.XXVI., 171 
Laessig vs. Travelers’ Protective 


Asse’n of America... .. ......XXXI., 930 
La Fonciere Companie, etc., vs. 

GE ib ipttantocccsxennsasvs XXVI., 464 
Lagrone vs. Timmerman etal.....XXVI., 15 
Lake vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co....... XXIX., 265 
Lake Erie & W. R. Co. vs. srieven 

GE. Gh cviccccecssse .XXIX.,1052 
Lakings vs. Phenix Ins. Co.. ..XXIV., 545 
Lambert vs. Penn Mutual Life 

Ins. O0..ccccee «XXVIII, 92 


Lamson Consol. Store- Service 

Co. vs. Prudential Fire Ins. 

Odssve ceccccce conesescce XXVIII, 70 
Lancashire Ins. Co.vs.Boardman.XXVII., 470 
Lancashire Ins. Co. vs. Bush et 

Riksccct< csnbes enedechataues XXIX.,1028 
Lancashire Ins. Co. vs. Maxwell...X XII., 240 
Lancashire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 





POERRO. co0s cevceveseses .. XXIX., 631 
Landes vs. Safety Mutual Fire 

BEB. GBeccccces sevsccsves XXVIII., 564 
Landis vs, Standard Life & Acci- 

ES DG crcsiendncs acsanoin XXII., 827 
Lane vs. Lane....... -.XXVII., 384 
Lane vs. Raney........ 600 00se ney eee 
Langan vs. Royal Ins. Co......... XXIII., 878 


Langdon Branch U. P. Baking Co. 

vs. Home Ins. ¥ _ Wie Wowcacs XXII., 640 
Langwerty _Y vs. Wash- 

burn Flouring Sinte Co......XXVIII., 846 


Larkin va. Glens Falls Ins. Co...XXIX., 833 
La Scala et al. vs. The Serapis.— 

La Scala etal.vs. McIntyre et 

ink chwesinsch'swne dsanesencanpeseen XXVI., 171 


Latimore etal.vs. Dwelling-House 
I i ncktewnrescbupaseectceccs x 


XIII, 471 


Lauer et al. vs. Gray............... XXVI., 956 


Lavalle vs. The Society Saint Jean 
Baptiste de Woonsocket. . 


Law vs. New England Mut. Acci- 
EEE a woatccwwinhessceneees 


Lea vs. Union Central Life Ins. 


EXE, 818 
XXII., 317 
Pee ee aoe aaras tacos co eces seen 


Leavitt et al. vs. Dunn.............XXVI., 171 
Lee vs. London Assur. Co......XXXI., 591 
Lee vs. Union Central Life Ins.Co.XXVII., 329 


Lee vs. Union Central Life Ins. 


GOrcess socese seerccuce ..+-XXIX., 516 
Lee et ux. vs. Mutual Reserve 

Paund Tite AWB... cccceccce XXVIII., 724 
Leffingwell vs. Grand Lodge A. O. 

U. W. of state of Iowa.......... XXII., 853 
Leftwich vs. Royal Ins. Co. of 

BUONO Ss cas Sancecéas S008 XXIX., 940 
Lehman vs. Clark, Receiver......X XVII., 745 
Lehman vs. Gunn et al.......... XXIX., 380 
Lehneis vs. Egg Harbor Commer- 

Us iow seasaccdcucanscese XXII., 716 


Leman vs.Manhattan Life Ins.Co.XXIII., 539 
Lennox vs. Greenwich Ins. Co....XXVI., 634 
Lentz vs. Teutonia Fire Ins. Co....XXII., 838 


Leonard vs. New England Mut. 


Life Ins. Co. ..cecce cocccces XXIX., 959 


Leonard vs. New England Mut. 
oe. . RR eer 

Leonard vs. Orient Ins. Co. 

Leonard vs. State Mut. Life i 


XXX., 824 
..XXX., 980 


CGE: ivis600 208s -XXXI., 584 


Lester vs. New York L ‘ife Ins. Co.. 
—_ vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 


-XXI., 760 
XV., 470 


.. et al.vs.Lancashire Ins.Co.XXVI., 36 
Lewis vs. Burlington Ins. Co........ XXL, 370 


Lewis vs. ee: Life Ins. 
CO... 


Lewis vs. Metropolitan “Lite ine. 


BM PER Cas 260002) DRE RONEES x 


Lewis vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
BO PM Mivccccncee  seenicncde 


.-XXX., 556 


XXI., 392 


XXX., 81 


L’Hommedieu vs. The Carondelet.XXVI., 172 
Liberty Ins. Co. vs. Boulden........ XXII., 188 


Life Insurance Clearing Co. vs 


DIORIIOR 5c ccscacconcnseccs “.XXVIL, 262 


Life Ins. Clearing Co. vs. Alt- 


C656 teveee. Vecvevene XXVIII., 67 


Life Ins. Clearing Co. vs. O'Neill. 
“— et al. vs. Greenwich Ins. 


Li wn vs. Brotherhood of Railway 
MOMERMMOR cscs. sace cesocnce 
lanbogs vs.German Fire Tns.Co. 
SL tincnuSacdugas cacekuay’ 


XXX., 603 


++ AEX., 159 
XXX., 861 
XXIII., 321 


nani vs. Boston Marine Ins.Co..X XII., 692 


Linder vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co. 





COU bees ccncescanunennsedssoucses XXII., 472 
Lindner vs.St. Paul Fire & Marine 

_ 3 848 
Lindsay vs. Pettigrew +» 320 
Linn vs. N. Y. Life Ins. Co...... XXVIII., 185 


Lippman vs. Aetna Ins. Co....XXVIII., 886 


Lipscomb vs. Manhattan Fire Ins. 


i vetae. MESMAD SOecees -. XXXL, 502 
Lithgow vs. Sup. Tent of Knights 

We I 60 oscnetecicinnsss XXIV., 640 
Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. 

Co. vs. Buckstaff. .............. XXIII., 648 
Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. 

Co. vs. OCochran.........++.6 XXIX., 374 
Liverpool & London & Glebe Ins. 

rae: XXVI., 492 


Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. 


Co.vs. Farnsworth Lumber Co.XXIV., 876 





hp: 





Index of Cases Reported. 1167 


Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. mee vs. New York Life 
Co. vs. Kearney et al........... XXVII., 873 Gone vuacema nédecames XXVIII, 148 
Liverpool 4, London & Globe Ins. ween vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of 
Co. vs. T. K. Kearney and J. RNs span tan cd akientagasnn ques XXV., 399 
Ww. W FRC. ce eee wee eee coeeee XxXX., 248 McClain vs. Provident Savings 
Liverpool & L. & G. Ins. Co. 2 pg re XXX., 438 
ae | errr XXVIII., 423 McClain vs. Provident Sav. Life 
Liverpool & iguice, & Siebe e BE Ts cncse: vavens occe clbabanes SOND 
Co, vs. T. M. Richardson McClave vs. Mutual Reser 
RRM CRs cise ones coesus XXXI., 993 Fund Life Ass ae 877 
Liverpoul & London & Globe Ins. McComb et al. vs. Council Bluffs 
Co. vs. T. M. Richardson — 24 TN Once ees ee Se XXI., 480 
oat ink bea ---XXXI., 997 yeCormick etal. vs. Royal Ins.Co.XXIIL., 778 
wae Globe Tas. 34g McCoy vs. Iowa State Ins. Co.XXVIII., 152 
Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. —_— — man Catholic Mut. XXVL., 237 
Co. vs. stern et al............... XXVI., 830 M ae j pres Hartfor ” 
| Lloyd vs. Supreme Lodge 7 . — _ ve artford XXX.. 668 
Knights of Pythias.......... XXIX., 744 McCull h wae Pennie Faas. ee 
Lobdill vs. J.aboring Men’s Mut. rh ough et al. vs. Phoenix Ins. XXII. 781 
Aid Ass'n of Chatfield, Minn. XXVII., 431 Me heacil oc,, pace ae. te pe 
( « \e 
Lodge vs. Capital Ins, Co.......... XXIII., 735 Ciao) oxen. WORE ...XXXI., 688 
’ Loeb et al.vs. American Cent.Ins.Co.XXI., 889 yeDonald vs. Hanhere? Life 
4 Loeffler vs. Modern Woodmen of Ass’n of Des Moines, Ia..... XXIX., 780 
| AMETICB. ..........-2..-- 2002-0 XXVII., 838 McDonald vs. Boiss. .............. XXIII., 639 
Lombard Investment Co. vs. McDonald vs. Fire Association of 
I American Surety Co........... XXIV., 360 ), | XXV., 708 
i London Assurance vs. Companhia McDougaletal., Admrs., vs. Prov. 
; De Moagens Do Barreiro....... XXVI., 833 Savings Life Assur. Society. ...X XITI., 3 
London Assurance Corporation XVI, 358 McDowell vs. Insurance Cos....... XXV., 156 
vs. Cowan.......... ----- ree X2 sid McElroy vs. British America 
i London Assur. Corp. vs. Thomp- a MMM CBiiives vccwaccuens XXVIII., 112 
; WRecece bidsue Ca s0ds «a cqmeeeeeey Oem McElroy vs. British America 
j London Guarantee & Accident po et ee XVIII., 776 
Co. vs. Hochelaga Bank nan aue XXIII., 479 McElroy vs. Continental Peony on “XXIL., 133 
London & L. Fire Ins. Co. vs. . xo McElroy vs. John Hancock 
iat tim res XXVIII, 22 
"Co. vs. Gerteson........ XXVIII, 653 McElwee vs. New York Life Ins. Co.XXI., 447 
London & Lancashire Fire Ins. Co. 5 McEvoy vs. Nebraska & I. Ins. Co.XXV., 314 
We Is baccs cateiayacnwacscus XXV., 283 McFarland vs. Kittanning Ins. Co..XXI., 555 
Long vs. North British & Mercan- McFarland vs. Railway Officials’& 
GI CII Node nies tntcnewsacest XXVIL., 356 Employes’ Ass’n................ XXVI., 367 
Loomis vs. Rockford Ins. Co......... Sar, oe EE Se ree e ee 
| Lord vs. American Mutual Acci- 299 McFarland wa _ Shaeee Gaadew... in 
CORB BEE. ..-00+--2~ aoannaenee XXIV., 299 ‘Mut. Accident Ase’n.......... XXIII., 837 
Louck vs. Orient Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 462 McFetridge vs. American Fire 
Louisville Underwriters vs. Pence..XXI., 493 ON Re eases XXIV., 714 
Lovelace vs.Travelers’ Protective 
Ass'n of America.........-.-.-. XXIV., 278 McFetridge vs. Phenix Ins. Co.....XXIT., 211 
Loventhal vs. Home Ins. Co........ XXV., 816 ee — ee oe § XXX... 872 
Loventhal vs. Home Ins, Co....XXX., 96 McGehee ve : hig Co: ot Re. ae 
Lovick vs. Provident Life Ass’n....XXI., 332 America...... ss .XXXI., 591 
Lowe et al. vs. United States Mut. >, 
Acchient Ase'B................- EEIV., 152 MeGlother, va. Provident > ssats 105 
Lowenstein vs. Fidelity & Cas- : 
ually Co. of New York....XXVIIL, 52 McGonigle vs. Agricultural Ins. 1 | agg 
Lowry et al. vs. Insurance Co. ‘ot . ; 
North Amerie srnrsetse = XXvi, oie MoGenigeve.guaquehanna Mut. | ry, 908 
Lozano et al.vs. Palatine Ins.Co., McGowan vs. Supreme Court of 
EN ican dccsnesucccsetnasans XXVIL., 630 independent rder of Forest- 
Lum vs. United States Fire Ins.Co.XXV., 53 GQ vicéun ake, cudandcsneccis XXIX., 95 
Lumberman’s Mut. Ins. Co. ys. McHale vs. McDonnell peadaseane cabin XXV., 826 
Kansas City, Ft. S. & M. eswint 594 MeHoney vs. German Ins. Co....XXIII., 316 
Re OO. rerceescese cosereee - Mcllrath vs. Farmers’ Mut. Hail 
Lynde vs. Newark Fire Ins. Co...KXVI., 176 “ “Ing, Ass’n......00. 0 eeeeeeeeee XXX., 728 
Lynn Gas & Electric Co. vs. In- 
surance Companies .......-....- XXII, 823 ~~ Bn I ee 628 
Lyon vs. Ins. Co. of Dakota ........- XXI., 188 weKenna vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co..XXIX., 376 
6 Lyons OER. s odddcnswccccaade XXIII., 639 McKenzie vs. Scottish Union & 
McAllaster vs. Niagara Fire National Ins. Co................. XXV., 561 
THRs QOvcccccce socessccese XXVIII., 769 McKibban vs. Des Moines Ine. 
MeCabe et al. vs. ADtna Ins. Co...XXIX., 138 Uintwinaae “accte ccueat . XXX., 835 
McCann vs. Metropolitan Life ew vs. Bankers’ Acc. Ins. 
TR. GOs ccc. ccesoses seacoece Pe UD ©) EB cnsnaces wnnddecsassdentwecd XXVIL, 918 
Mc@arthy vs. Catholic Knights Mame Eve German Mut. Fire 
& Ladies of America.......XXVIIL, 846 BR GR oe ccaccmaseescsescesaneses XXIV., 490 
| a vs. Metropolitan Life McLaughlin vs. E uitable Life , 
epee Nitsa XXIV., 149 Assurance Society.............. XXIV., 58 


oe 








1168 Index of Cases Reported. 


McLaughlin vs. McLaughlin etal.XXVI., 501 
McLeuden vs. Woodmen of the 


WOKE ss weecaens, vase ..-XXX., 861 
McMahan vs. Sewickly Mutual. 
ye eee XXVI., 721 


McMahon vs. Sup. Tent Kts. 
of the reas of the 


WOIER. ccccese ace cocsese XXVIII., 801 
McMaster vs. New " York Life 

BOR, QO.cnccccove covcsese XXVIII., 960 
McMaster vs. New York Life 

ee eee . XXIX., 385 
McMaster, Adm’r, vs. New York 

Life Ins. Od. .cscece cesccses XXXI., 555 


McMurray vs. Capital Ins. Co..... XXII., 204 


McNally vs. Metropolitan Life 
TER. DOrccccc vocsssac sates XXX., 690 


MeNally et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co..X XII., 807 
McQuillan vs. Mutual Reserve 


Fund Life Ass’n.. ...... ...XXXI., 398 
MacDonald vs. Grand Lodge A. 

oO. U. W. of Kentucky....... XXIX., 8&2 
MacKinnon et al. vs. Mutual Fire 

BE, Sik dicinvevcacenccsnensctesaadeeign SOU 
MacKinnon et al. vs. Mutual 

Guaranty Fire Ins. Co.........X XIII, 39 
Maginnis's Estate vs. N. O. Cotton 

Ex. & Mut. Aid Ass’n............ =. 771 
Magoun vs. Firemans Fund Ins. 

Ticccebrnes (s6nessee. eneaes XXXI., 805 
Mahon vs. Pacific Mut. Life Ins. 

Dia ickmekennessibnaknencasskekenenseeeee 
Mahr et al. vs. Norwich Union Fire 

BR; IE Ds cohen ccvineecnicgues EEL. 123 


Maier vs. Fidelity Mut. Life Ass'n. XXVI., 292 
Mailhoit vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 


Tcinedcetencacncds oigkesnesancsedh XXV., 103 
Malberg vs. Metropolitan Life 

Imes. Co. Ot Gh. ccccoccccccccce XXX., 938 
Malicki vs. Chicago Guaranty 

Fund Life Society......... XXVIII., 216 


Mallette vs. British America 
Assur. Co. of Toronto, 


GOMOGR. ccs cccseccces, covves XXIX., 966 
Mallory vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 
iiccns. -nkcnkavteseacgucchinesccssueeeees,.. ae 


Mallory vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins, Co..XXI.,1009 
Manchester Fire Assur. Co. vs. 


re XXVII., 855 
Manchester Fire Assur. Co. vs. 

GAO OF OL...0.ccccccascccccecesee XXIV., 548 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

BORIS s cccrcns seeee cccos ene XXXI., 51 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

NEE swiss vccckecnsscwsecessenss XXVITI., 310 


Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Fields.XXVI., 164 


Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

FeBMCOBY .ccce cccce covccces XXIX., 289 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. My- 

WOR. ccc absesand Sa0ane ..-XXX., 134 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Pat- 

COWBOB. ccce coccee esevse sees XXX., 340 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Sav- 

age’s Admi'l.... cseeeess 006 cakababe, SON 
Manhattan Life Ins. Co. vs. Willis 

Be I G0 Bie ncn nicnsctccessescs XXIV., 139 
Manley vs. Manley..... eee: eC 
Manlove et al. vs. Commercial Mut. 

GIS oaine un écrccsnoccessesss XXI., 174 
Manton vs. Robinson.............. XXVI., 595 
Mfrs.’ & Merchants’ Mut. Ins. Co. 

vs. Armstrong et al............. XXII., 735 
March vs. Metropolitan Life 

Se Ss base eeec bs Aenean XXVIII, 30 
Margut vs. United Brethren Mut. 

Ald Boclety. ........0cccccccccccces XXI., 662 
Mark et al. vs. H: me Ins. Co...... XXIV., 311 
Marsh vs. Guanes Mut. Fire Ins. 

BPs cccce « caceses coavesues XXXI., 537 


Marsh vs. New Hampshire Fire 

Ss TD ctvccaen 2cssen en0es XXXI., 36 
Marshall et al. vs. Commercial 

Travelefts’ Mut. Acc. Ass’n of 


BEB 66:00. d8000> vas -XXXI., 487 
Marston vs. Kennebec Mutual 

BE Hs Gs i ccscosccesenicces XXVII., 110 
Martin vs. Capital Ins. Co........ XXIII., 583 
Martin vs. Farmers’ Ins. Co........ XXII., 259 
Martin vs. Insurance Co. of North 

MT ac nindan pene cedcanessicecedeee tay, ee 
Martin vs. Manufacturers’ Acci- 

dent Indemnity Co............. XXVI., 638 


Martin vs. Palatine Ins. Co......XXX., 928 
Martin vs. Union Mut. Life Ins.Co.XXV., 517 
Maryland Home Fire Ins. Co 


WS, BSMMOL. ciscese .cooss VXXVIIL, 729 
Mason vs. St. Paul Fire & Marine 

ERB. OSrcccccces sescccce ee 
Masonic Aid Ass'n vs. Taylor.......XXI., 695 
Masonic Ben. Ass’n of Central 

Illinois vs. Bunch et al......... XXII., 609 
Masons’ Fraternal Acc.Ass’n vs. 

EE Lisa droid babnnshaccubsnduns XXVII., 705 
Masons’ Union Life Ins. Ass'n 

WE Rn ccctsntnvasecasss XXVII., 735 
Masons’ Union Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Brockman....... . >> > Oe | 
Massachusetts Ben. Life ‘Ass’ n vs. 

ee ae a ae XXV., 319 
Massachusetts Ben. Life Ass'n 

Wi IIS s ovdcesnunc-seccas XXVII.,1003 
Massachusetts Ben Life Ass'n vs. 

ME cicnttasnths sininbaniniaas XXIV., 399 
Massachusetts Ben. Life Ass'n vs. 

I ax\nanares csdwsenéesconteanee XXV., 607 


Matson vs. Travelers Ins. Co..... XXIX., 354 
Matthes vs. Imperial Acc. Ass’n..XXIX., 622 
Matthews vs. American Central 


BC bus dasecabhisrouhannueaes XXVII., 193 
Matthews vs. Capital Fire Ins. 
CR. CE Ghscosicnae cess vvccccs XXXI., 1064 


Mawhinney vs. Southern Ins, Co..X XII., 596 


Maxcy vs. New Hampshire Fire 

Pasi con Veta decsusepnenn nee XXII., 830 
Maxwell vs. Church, Supt....... XXX, 382 
Maynard vs. Locomotive Engin- 

eers’ Mut. Life & Acc. Ins. 

I: 6 
Maynard vs. Locomotive Engin- 

eers’ Mut. Life & Acc. Ins. 


SU Aanedkecskntunns+4neneene XXVII., 208 





Mechanics’ Ins. Co. vs. , tellin -.-XXVI., 406 
Mechanics’ & Traders’ Ins. Co. 

is WRRKtashesta eeeuun XXVIIL, 335 
Mechanics’& Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. 

WEINER BE. i nccanenccdesesss XXII., 383 
Mee vs. Bankers’ Life Ass’ n of 

PE hbbenscaciwasnetaavans XXVI., 853 
Meeder vs. Provident Sav. Life 

MES DOG ckce estes. 8600 XXXI., 1040 
Meehan vs. Traders’ & Travelers’ 

ACC. CO.ccrceee covvee oe XXX., 563 
Meesman vs, State Ins. Co........... XXI., 256 
Menard vs. Society of St. Jean 

ES cba nac pordkecnosnuccas XXIII, 141 
Mengel vs. Northwestern Mut. 

SE NC nox ccextahwnonss -XXVI., 459 


Menneillev vs. Emplovers’ Liabil- 

ity Assur Corvoration XV., 613 
Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. Brown etal.X XT1., 876 
Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. Gibbs.....X XTIT., 791 
Merchants’ Ins. Co. vs. Sehultz.XXVIIL, 944 
Merchants’ Ins. Co. of Newark 

vs New Mexico Lumber Co...XXVI., 969 


Merchants’ Ins. Co. of Newark vs. 


WO Os ciccscnsccnce: ovscs -XXIL, 45 
Merchants Ins. Co. of meee 
wa, Btephens..... cccccs wc tktahaes 208 











Index of Cases Reported. 1169 


Merden vs. Hotel Owners’ Ins. Co.XXII., 147 
Merrett vs. Preferred Masonic 


Mut. Acc. Ass'n of America...XXVI., 126 
Merrill vs. Colonial Mut. Fire 

WE Si in ocna snncakance aediccuncacee eee ee 
Merrill vs. Commonwealth Mut. 

UNO BD, Cis nkdcccccescascccsscaaeein 
Merrill vs. Travelers Ins. Co....... XXV., 143 
Messer et al. vs. Ancient Order of 

United Workmen et al....... XXXI., 451 
Mesterman vs. Home Mutual Ins. 

CA. velicss cdsagecccvacsseumenws Oe ae 
Methvin vs. Fidelity Mut. Life 

Ass’n of Phila., Pa..........-XXX., 152 
Metropolitan Accident Association 

Ws WOO iia ccsecscdscccccccdee Way OOO 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

 cischinensccesuddeenes XXIII., 785 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Pc cccck Sevceeds cavecs XXXI., 96 


Metropolitan Life Ins. Co.vs. Fuller.XXI., 584 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 





TOT kcs avswees sasecdcscs XXIX., 756 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

John McCormick. ............- XXVILI., 271 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Se wavekiesinigecuenvensswane XXVI., 641 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

EG Genninccnddsnenebecenad <XEVIS,, 314 


Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. . 
Mulleady’s Adm’x... .. .-XXIX., 164 


Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 





ee » 938 
Metropolitan Ins. Co. vs. Ruther- 

TOG. cvcdscs cvecesss conceve XXIX., 365 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

WE < 00%. 046600. Ke0Eee re: 
Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Tremde..ccces coscee cocccecs XXIX., 69 


Metzger vs. Cleveland & Adams.XXVIII., 176 


Metzger vs. Manchester Fire 
PS CR sc cccoiundieacutsinodaens XXVI., 734 


Meyer vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co..XXV., 346 
Meyer et al. vs. Great Western 





Se iccetcuxsanesaneanses ...-XXIV., 184 
Meyer-Bruns vs. Pennsylvania 

ees. Bee B. Ci cc cccccs XXVIII., 377 
Meyers vs. Schumann........ Kavunee XXV., 779 
Miad vs. Phenix Ins. Co............XXII., 144 
Michael vs. Prussian National 

BO: Gis ucts sivena encnes XXXI., 468 
Michigan Mutual Life Ins. Co. 

vs. Custer ---XXVI., 830 
Michigan Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 

PN ccs da eGkennunumereenan XXIII., 659 
Michigan Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

NGS a ctv ct caneianmkcuaad XXII., 434 
Michigan Shingle Co. vs. London 

& Lancashire Ins. Co..........- XXII., 320 
Michigan Shingle Co. vs. State In- 

vestment & Ins. Co............. XXII., 241 
Miles vs. Connecticut Mut. Life 

Ws Cc hast undccandseneutakiceian XXII., 336 
Miles vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

PG Mone vecn0ns., ceaeee XXX., 94 
Milkman vs. United Mut. Ins. Co.XXVI., 593 
BERGE WH. TRURSUORG ccc ccccccscs XXX., 440 
Millard vs.Sup.Council American 

Legion of Honor................ XXVI., 175 
Miller vs. American Mut. Acci- 

WON SI Or eciccexctcepaccicaus XXII., 214 
Miller vs. Campbell................XXIII., 458 
Miller vs. Consolidated Patrons’ 

& Farmers’ Ins. Co.......... XXX., 383 
Miller vs. Fidelity & Casualty 

Ce aved Cidves coducese seven XXX., 284 
Miller et al. vs. Scottish Union & 

National Ins. Co................ XXIII., 725 


VoL. XXXI—74. 


Milliken et al. vs. Woodward et x 
Millis et al. vs. Scottish Union 
& National Ins. Co.......... XXXL, 877 


Mills vs. Home Benefit Life Ass’n.XXVI., 633 
Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. 


We. GraROMe. csccccces csese XXIX., 175 
Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. 

vs. McKernan et al............ XXVII., 870 
Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. 

Wie DEM asaccesanseddcacas XXVI., 734 
Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. 

vs. Palatine Ins. Co.......... XXX., 84 


Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. 
vs. Russell..... ‘ 
Minn., St. P. & S 
vs. Home Ins. Co 
Minn., St. P. & S. S. M. R. Ry. 
Co. vs. Home Ins. Co.......... 
Minneapolis Threshing Mach. 
Co. v8. Dartall...cccccccesee 
Minneapolis Threshing Machine 
Co. vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co......XXI1II., 734 


Minnesota Title Ins. & Trust Co. 








| a XXV., 186 
Minnock vs. Kureka F.& M.Ins.Co.XXII., 87 
Mins vs. Ford et al................. XXIII., 72 
Miotke vs. Milwaukee Mechanics’ 

BEE GIO aa opasdbacancateciseesened XXVI., 910 
Mitchel vs. Mississippi Home Ins. 

Gin wkdennavevunsssdcnessecnsucquee ata) eee 


Mitchell vs. Minnesota Fire Ass’n..XXI., 420 
Mitchell vs. Potomac Ins. Co....XXXI., 570 
Mitchell vs, St. Paul German Fire 





BE Civic apdsedccsgeuiusksavuwe’ XXI.,1003 
Mobile Ins. Co. etal. vs. Columbia 

& Greenville R. R. Co.......... XXVI., 268 
Modern Woodmen Acc. Ass'n vs. 

etna cactxcsvecsiabwnsncse’ XXVI., 724 
Modern Woodmen Acc. Ass'n vs. 

PN GON cavedncsssnteciabindes XXVII., 772 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. 

Coleman et al........ ......M&MI., 493 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. 

POR iiennenateccavinwudenacceut XXI., 711 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. 

PO iinwar-tdsevetdanuascakinns XXII., 837 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. 

POON ascccec: cccdus® census XXXI., 493 
Modern Woodmen of America vs. 

Ri cicsede cecnceseun: coved X., 863 

Modern Woodmen of America 

DOs Vie Wii sccsccccecncccces XXVII., 477 
Moffitt vs. Phoenix Ins. Co......... XXIV., 154 
Moge vs. SAS 

re eccccoccccoDs Vie, S80 
Mohrstadt vs. ‘Mutead Life Ins. 

ae OO ree XXXI., 769 
Moise vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

EE TN 6s saenddcantaanddana XXII., 710 


Moller vs. American Fire Ins. Co..XXII., 309 


Molloy vs. Sup. Council of Catho- 
lic Mut. Ben. Ass'n............. XXIV 


Monroe vs. Providence Permanent 
Firemen’s Relief Association...XXV., 800 


Monroe Building & Loan Ass’n 
vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co....XXVIII., 266 


Monteleone vs. Harding.......XXVIII., 384 
Monteleone vs. Royal Ins. Co..... XXIV., 240 
Monteleone vs. Royal Ins. Co..... XXIV., 531 
Monteleone vs. Royal Ins. Co...XXXI., 689 
Montgomery vs. American Cent. 


a 
ow 
bt 


Tee, Ce. OF GR. Tei cicccccc XXX., 122 
Montgomery vs. Harker.......... XXX., 187 
Montgomery Co. Farmers’ Mut. 

Ins. Co. va. Milner. ..........0. XXIII., 456 


Moody vs. Insurance Company...XXIV., 81 
Moore vs. Continental Ins. Co....XXIX., 95 








1170 Index of Cases Reported. 


Moore vs. Farmers’ Mutual Ins. 
BEB Be ccccccccccccces obese XXVIII., 575 


Moore vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co..XXX., 658 
Moore vs. Order of Railway Con- 


ductors of America............ XXIII., 329 
Moore vs. Rockford Ins. Co....... XXIII., 620 
Moore vs, Susquehanna Mut. oe 

errr .XXIX., 672 


Moore vs. Wildey Casualty Co. . - XXIX., 798 
Moore etal. vs. Hanover Fire Ins. 


Ri ciplanaves seenaleexonpoera pane XXIII., 466 
Moore et al. vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ase’n...... wscoes XXX., 1046 
More et al. vs. New York Bowery 

Pire Ine. OO........ccccccccccccece XXI., 228 
Morehead’s Adm’r et al. vs. May- 

BNE ccccess ceecseecs seve XXX., 188 
Morgan vs. Hog Raisers’ Mut. 

BRR, OD. ccs ceecccs evccesss XXXI., 95 
Morgan vs. Illinois Ins. Co...... XXXI., 639 
Moriarty vs. Home [ns. Co......... XXII., 797 
Moriarty vs. United States Fire 

We, Ghsccs:) 652036000000 008 XXVIII., 285 
Morley vs. L. & L. & G. Ins. Co..... XXI.,1047 
Morley vs. ree &L. & 

G. Ens, Co..ccccccccccccces XXVIII., 568 
Morotock Ins. Co. vs. Cheek........ XXV., 649 


Morotock Ins. Co. vs. Rodefer et al.XXV., 529 
Morrell & Co. vs. New England 


Wire Ind. CO. .cvccee sescccee XXX., 241 
Morrill > Manhattan Life Ins. 

Co. BD nccesescoveccsccseces XXIX., 481 
Morris - Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 

Co. of Harmony....-.....-...--.-- XXV., 230 
Morris vs. German-American Ins. 

EPA, ccnndn sce nnnncannedc0sceenscene XXII., 399 


Morris vs. Imperial Ins. Co.— 

Imperial Ins. Co. vs. Morris.XXVIII., 402 
Morris vs. Orient Ins. Co. 

Orient Ins. Cv. vs. Morris.. -XXVIII., 643 


Morrow vs. Des Moines Ins. Co...... XXI., 842 
Moses et al. vs. Travelers Ins. 

Cis ccasexs s0tss Sutesn veew XXXI., 33 
Mosness vs. German-American Ins. 

Th cciniscusracesprneehecceveusnenel XXI., 915 
Moulton vs. Masonic Mutual 

BORNE Bete ccscss secce -XXXI., 304 


Moyer vs. Sun Ins. Office. .... “""XXVI, 462 
Mudd et al. vs. German Ins. Co. 

of Freeport, Tll.........eeees XXIX., 961 
Mueller vs. Grand Grove, State of 

Minnesota, United Ancient 


Order of Druids. ...........c000- XXVI., 870 
Muller vs. State Life Ins. Co....XXX., 1056 
Mary vs. Skyles ef ux. .......... XXVI., 607 
Murphey vs. American Mut. Ac- be 

BEE ABV'R. ....20--ccccrcccsess XXIV., 557 
Murphy vs. American Central 

ERR, CO. cccccceccee sevccces XXIX., 567 
Murphy vs. Royal Ins. Co........ XXIX., 210 
a vs. State Mut. Life Ins. 

errr 2 


seems vs. Supreme Lodge of 

New England Order of Pro- 

POCHIOR, .000 ccncnee ‘ -XXXI., 976 
Mutual Accident Ass’n va,TugeleXXIII., 639 
Mutual Kenefit Co. on the Appeal 

a XXV., 480 
Mutual Ben. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

DOR cece c000 escnceses eee 77 
Mutual Ben. Lite Ins. Co. 

First Nat. Bank of Louisville. ‘XXXI., 785 


Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Taohmem Gf al... wcccccces XXXI., 988 
Mutual Ren. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

MEER shes, veges Sepnaneesee XXIX., 598 
Mutnal Benefit Life Ins. Co. vs. 

SE thncshonsenctnacanbauhnial XXII., 401 


Mutual Fire Ins. Co. vs. Alvord.XXIII., 801 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Arhelger.X XIII., 606 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Blodgett.XXIII., 812 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs, Ding- 

Be sces sves0 oeheseeesectes XXIX., 430 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Gorman..X XVI.,1014 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Hatha- 


WN TE Dccsccrcces. cosccenen XXX., 575 
Mutual Life Ins Co. vs. Hayward 
UME ida aedccchacebnanedescancee XXIII., 694 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Hill....XXIX., 95 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Hill....XXX., 480 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Herron..XXXI., 68 


Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Hou- 

TEER vccae. v0 Acces coccccces cdma saes MOOR 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Kelly..XXXI., 497 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Nichols..XXVI., 443 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Pearson.XXXI., 542 
Mutval Life Ins. Co. vs. Selby......XXV., 618 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Simpson.XXVI., 459 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Smith....XXVI., 928 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Thomson 

Siena henawdentqtcgccnksécosnatee XXII, 481 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. Tillman....XXI., 788 
Mutual Life Ins. Co.et al.vs. HillmonX XI., 701 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of Ken- 


tecky We, GRAREF. .cccee cases XXIX.,1054 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 

ee . Diinsctes  cnacee XXX., 172 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y. 

WE. Elllott...0e cooccece ooo MXIX., 181 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 

York vs. Jarboe et al.......... XXVII., 325 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 

York vs. Logan................ XXVII., 937 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 

WORE VG, GRVGP. .....ssccscccce XXVILI., 444 
Mutual Life Ins. Co. of New 

York vs. Nellie Phinney...... XXIX., 910 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n 

TO, TRAGER cc0sasce eocccee cee ml, 1055 


Mutual Reserve Fund Life ‘Ass't a 
vs. ~~ Council of Augusta 


GE Tevccece ccvcvocceascccese XXIX., 319 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass’n 

Ws Map scses. pesear cous +o XXX., 861 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life Ass'n 

vs. Stephens et al........... XXXI., 733 


Myers vs. Lebanon Mut. Ins. Co..XXIIL., 308 


Naill vs, Kansas Farmers’ Fire 

Se Ws vedenanncavncndnnverass eas XXI., 980 
Names vs. Dwelling-House Ins.Co.XXV., 589 
Nappanee Furniture Co. vs. Ver- 

SM Mi nvéerascesneduthusen XXIII., 871 
Natchez & N. O. Packet & Nav.Co. 

vs.Louisville Underwriters et al.XXI., 640 
National Construction Co. vs. 

Travelers. BB. Od. ocsccesscces XXX., 87 
National Fraternity vs. Karnes..XXX., 288 
National Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

Grace...... ee eovce. sRWIL,, 379 
National Fire “Ins. Co. vs. 

United States Building & 

Loan Association's Assignee. -XXIX., 253 
National Fire Ins. Co. of Hartford 

WE ME akscnctadecssnccccscsa XXVI., 926 
National Life Ass’n vs. Berkeley.XXIX., 95 
National Life Ass’n of Hartford, 

Conn., vs. Hopkins’ Adm'r 


CE Bhecccccce cocccscsconcs XXVIII, 717 
National Life Ins. Co. vs. Twid- 
Ge nsbe cdecne sucene seeeas XXX., 257 
National Masonic Accident Ass'n 
WP Rin othe wine statencuace XXIV., 423 
Matjonel Mut. Pe Co. vs. Home 
OM. BSS. OF... EF... ccccsescesse XXVI., 917 


National Protective Ass’n vs. Pren- 
tice Brown Stone Co.... 


National Union vs. Marlow 








| 
| 
| 








| 
| 


Index of Cases Reported. 1171 


seme vs. German American Ins. 
KERCk. Cowes vessne Pr >: = 


Neill vs. Order United Friends..... XXV., 668 


Oia awecnednaehae tends ud aaa XXVI., 913 
Neville vs. Detroit Fire Ass’n.....XXVI., 637 
New vs. German Ins. Co............- XXI., 754 
Newark Machine Co. vs. Kenton 

Pi NIN dascncbhacatsecennavenuds XXIII., 349 


Newcomb vs. Imperial Life Ins.Co.XXII., 53 


Newcomb vs. Provident Fund So- 
Es be odin vais <envncnads Gannen XXIV., 302 


New England Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

Hayues..cce cccce coese ccccdetlmes GOO 
New England Loan & Trust Co. 

vs. Kenneally et al............. XXIII., 799 
New Era Life Ass'n vs. Rossiter....X XI., 287 
Newhall vs: Supreme Councii 

American Legion of Honor...XXXI., 389 
New Hampshire Fire Ins. Co. vs. 


National Life Ins. Co....... XXXI., 913 
New Haven steamboat Co. vs. 
Ve” ea XXVI., 172 


New Jersey Rubber Co. vs. Com- 
mercial — Assur. Co. of 


BEG 65: Sveeed cure tented XXX., 55 
— Imp. Co. vs. Home Ins. 
Coceses eoecccccceaces XXIX., 899 
Newton vs. Northern Mutual 
Reliel AaW'D.ceccce cvccocves XXIX., 286 
Newton vs. Southwestern Mut. 
ENO BO Wis oe bia ct adage. eee XXXI., 708 
Newtown Créek ene Co. vs. 
tna Ins. Co........ eeceeee se MRIX., 1038 


New York Board of Underwrit-_ 
ers vs. Whipple et al......XXVIII., 184 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. 
 aakkatdets,. «de. eerecnne XXVII., 649 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Baker.XXVII., 350 


New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Fan- 
Die CravenS.......se.e08 «+++ RRIX., 876 


New York Life Ins. Co. vs. 


Davis et al...ccccccccccoce XXVIII., 467 
New York Life —_ Co. vs. 

Dingley.... ties “couse XXVIil., 527 
New York Life ‘Ins, ‘Co. vs. Eng- 

PG enenaad. attend «dans -XXXI., 618 


New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Ireland. XXI., 161 


New York Life Ins. Co. vs. 
pS eer ae .XXVIIL, 698 


New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Mil- 
ler.—Sutton et al. vs. New 


York Life Ine. COcccccccccces XXIX.,1033 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Or- 

WODDaccccecs cecsese eocceses XX., 958 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Pope 

WOO sivites) semnctes, canes XXXI., 845 
New York Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Ce CCT TT rere XXIX., 863 


New York Life Ins. Co. vs. Smith. XXVI., 635 


New York Life Ins. Co. vs. . 
FOS 6 cvancnedesscnccecnen XXVII., 633 


N. Y. Lumber & Woodworking 
Co. vs. People’s Fire Ins. Co...XXII., 632 


New Zealand Ins. Co. vs. Paul 

Maanz..... weces covcccccccccdsakhame, @ 
Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. Bishop...XXV., 24 
Niagara lire Ins, Co. vs. Mrs. 


Sh na cscnasahewtnsrcwis XXVII., 73 
Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. Heenan 
Ci vrakd,  chaeesrtee vovesaws XXX., 477 


Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. Scammon.XXI., 925 
Niagara Fire Ins. Co. vs. ScammenXXII., 137 


Niagara: Fire Ins. Co. et al. vs. 
Cornell, State Auditor, et al.XXX., 1008 
Nicholls et al. vs. Sun Mutual 


A bic cenecndicusdusiausbeeas XXIII., 633 
Nickell vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of 
OOO, Wha. Gio cciscnccasess XXVII., 880 


Nielsen vs. Provident Say. Life 


BMGRS. TNs kids: ob ebne's: 68ecs XXXL, 3 
Niles vs. Farmers’ Mut. Fire 

TEE QR, Giscccecccces -.- XXVIII, 288 
Nippolt vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co. .... XXIII., 577 
Nixon vs. Travelers Ins. Co..... XXX., 706 
Norris vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 

Co. Gt ale .ccee eoneesasanae XXVIII., 747 
Norris vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 

Co. Ot Abr cccccccccccccccces XXIX., 436 


Norristown Title, Trust & Safe 
Deposit Co. vs. John Hancock 


EG is i ncdnanssscntecanahes XXVI., 272 
North British & Mercantile Ins. 

Co. vs. Bohn et al............... XXVI., 106 
North British & Mercantile Ins. 

Co. vs. Estes et al.......... XXX., 637 
North British & Mercantile Ins. 

Co. vs. Lambert et al........... XXIV., 231 


North German Ins. Co. vs. Mor- 
ton-Scott-Robertson Co.... ..XXXI., 580 


Northam vs. Dutchess Co. Mut. 


Fe sep exceso Kexcdanl comes XXX., 448 
Northern Assur. Co. vs. Goelet 

GE Be ccccccssecs ae eh coheune XXIX., 768 
Northern Assur. Co. vs. Grand 

View Building Ass’n.... .... XXXI., 97 
Northern Assurance Co. vs. Ham- 

CR acésctiencesinrhaaduceue XXVI., 824 


Northern Assur. Co. vs. "Hanna. .XXIX., 338 
Northern Assur. Co. of London 

vs. Grand View Bldg. Ass'’n..XXIX., 587 
Northern Pac. Exp. Co. vs. 

Traders’ Ins. Co., of Chi- 


CR, Pibdcsenccen scencunned XXIX., 503 
Northwest Transp. Co. vs. Boston 
PRD BG, Gc cvcccccsccsecces XXVI., 239 
Northwestern Life Ass’n vs. 
Pe G8 Giiic wat. sxosdn ces XXXI., 686 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 
eee XXI., 168 


Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co. 

vs. Rochester German Ins. 

OOs wwévedeinbasen aavees anus XXXL, 168 
Northwestern Mut. Life Ins.Co.vs. 

Stevens et al.—Bankers’ Life 

Ass’n of Minnesota vs. Same...XXV., 292 


Northwestern National Ins. Co. 


Cl ee XXVIII, 93 
Northwestern Traveling Men’s 

Ass'n vs. Schauss.............. XXIII., 372 
Norwich Union Fire Ins. Soc. vs. 

Standard Oil Co., et al.......... XXVI., 128 
Norwich Union Fire Ins. Soe. vs. 

WE cascade ceded: adoces XXX., 999 
Nunte et al. vs. Townsend....... XXX., 95 
a>. v. Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. 

Gecreesrws uae anceweawddnbanens XXVI., 419 
ane ain vs.Commercial Assur. 

Giiiian snseescancanecenegnaeutontan XXII., 395 
O’Brien vs. Greenwich Ins. Co..XXXI., 784 
O’Brien vs. Home Ins. Co...........- XXI., 78 
O’Brien vs. Prescott Ins. Co......... XXI., 783 
O’Connell vs. Supreme Conclave 

Knights of Damon........... XXIX.,1047 
Offill vs.supreme Lodge Knights 

i scisidsiivanin ceceantanielis XXVIL., 936 


Ohage vs. Union Ins. Co. of Phila.XXX., 356 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co. vs. Bevis..X XVI., 623 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co. vs. Bur- 

Wes dcccnns scescne evveue dee XXXI., 175 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins.Co.vs. Maloney.XXIV., 400 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co. vs. 

WOOD GO Gp vcscs cavncsced XXXI., 71 
O’ Keefe vs. Liverpool & London & 

SE BIG GIN a voepccescacaacns XXVIL., 888 
O’Leary et al. vs. Germae- amen 

ican Ins. Co. of N. Y o-eee- MR VII, 510 








1172 Index of Cases Reported. 











O'Leary et al. vs. Merchants’ & oe Pelzer Mfg. Co. vs. Sun Fire Office..XXI., 952 
Bankers’ Mut. Ins. Co.......... XXV., 394 Penn Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. Mechan- 
Oliver vs. Firemen’s Ins. Co. of ics’ Savings Bank & Trust Co..XXV., 871 
ONG, ccicics Seacce 6%409 see Oe ra. Mutual Life ie. o>. vs. 
Oliver vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. Jnion Trust Wo. of California by 
OE A ts vcs cbse occas XXVIII., 710 etal...... netteee ces ec eset eeeeees XXVII., 502 
Olney et al. vs. German Ins. Co .....XXI., 669 Penn Plate Glass Co. vs. Spring : ast j 
Omaha Fire Ins. Co. vs. Crighton.XXVI., 791 |. Garden Ins. Oo. Bireace or tes XXVIII., 223 
(Omaha Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dierks....XXIV., 251 a vs. Pacific Mut. Life exn. 2 
Omaha Fire Ins.Co.vs. Dierks etal.XXIV., 241 eee eer ears ea oe ees 
\ * a > >’ 4geq Pennsylvania F vs. 
: Omaha Fire Ins. Co. vs. Dufek....X XIV., 473 Carnahan _.. .XXX., 753 
Omaha Fire Ins. Co.vs. Hilde- Weiaiehie 7" : 
PB — ennsylvania Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
“ ain ate II., 730 DEROROLE GE Bleiosccccicccacec XXIX., 841 
maha Fire Ins.Co. vs. Th are ror Pennsylvania Fire Ins. Co. vs. 
uta ae ee eds Cae mmecser alta XXX., 821 
maha National Ba 73. - ee Pi. ‘ 
tual Ben. Life Ins. Co......... Svet., 05 Tees Five Tes. Go. * cvin. of 
Omnia: Va, ieee nee a i ee mieeeesences aE 
GRRE ANOR. 05 onccccowcenocesscs Ek, 68 People vs. Pormete.:........5... <csvaak,, 2029 
Ordway vs. Chace............- XXVIII., 191 People vs. Grand Lodge of Em- 
Orient Ins. Co. vs. Clark.......- XXX., 431 tg Riad 7a of a eae. ‘ 
Orient Ins. Co. vs. Daggs...... XXVIIL., 97 People vs. Simematiio canis ’ 
Orient Ins. Co. vs. MeKnight....XXXI., 874 Guarantee Co.... .... .. ....XXX., 642 
Ormsby et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co. XXIV., 110 people ex rel. Payson vs. Pavey..XXIII., 880 
O’ Rourke vs. John Hancock Mut. People ex rel. Stevens vs. Fidelit 
ESTO IDB. O0......650ncceceereoscstal Vs 160 & Casualty Ins. Co........... Y xxvr, 364 
O’Rourke vs. John Hancock Mut. People ex rel. United States 
TAS INE. 0.5000 o 6005. es A a i ae ae 
Orr vs. Hanover Fire Ins. Co....... XXV., 624 Brith Abraham vs. Payn....XXIX., 232 
Orr vs. Travelers Ins. Co.......XXVIII.,1022 People ex rel. Woodward vs. RB 
Osborne vs. Phenix Ins. Co...... XXX., 811 “ ee weees ann 79 
ver vs. Lake > W. BR. Co....XXVL. 362 People ex rel. Woodward vs. Ro- 
oe wend vn eee BR. Co ae ao sendale, Att’y-Gen............. XXVI., 266 
cities anise ie 5 ‘verti 7 Pe People of the State of Michigan vs. 
ser et: al...... eepieeseean NE A. Sa scovnndtoncontennesercnrions ERY. 161 
Overpeck vs. Overpeck et al...... XEMI., 7 ae oo ee ee 157 
fe Vv Daertilin’ Savings Life -eople’s ut. Ben. Society vs. 
ae a eee ee Peg NU son anasonssee ses XVI 484 
Pacific Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. eople’s Mut. Benefit Society vs. ws 
NWI son capensis occ sccens XXIII, 131 . rerwtaeoe ae menace XXII., 585 
Pacific Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. eople’s Mut. Fire Ins, Co. vs. _ . 
WERKE. 6000 cecne Pe: cs “ ee tas ee 741 
Packham vs. Germania Fire Ins. copies Mut. Ins. Fund vs. Brick- = 
Co. of Baltimore....... ....- XXIX.,1014 _— @n—Birch.................. +--+ KIL, 554 
Page et al. vs. Sun Insurance Office.XXV., 865 = oe paral Gee ba vs. Fi- XXI.. 751 
Paine vs. Pacific Mut.Life Ins.Co.X XIII., 588 iets = Societe St Tian, Sieiie. m 
Palatine Ins. Co. vs. Evans, Judge.XXVI., 459 Clete eee eee eee 7 .XXX., 862 
Palatine Ins. Co. vs. Ewing et : Perine vs. Grand Lodge of Ancient 
Bl. nccce cocccces sevcccces XXVIII., 461 Order United Workmen.......... XXI., 213 
Palatine Ins. Co. vs. McElroy..,XXIX., 462 perine vs. Grand Lodge A. O. U. 
Palatine Ins. Co. vs. Morton- W. of Minnesota................. ae J 
Scott-Robertson Co...... .....XXX., 481 Perkins vs. Fish et al .. 986 
Palmer vs. Welch etal............. XXVI., 269 Perpoli vs. Grand Lodge of Legion 
Palmer Bank of Savings vs. Ins. : TR ee as toes ed XXIV., 63 
Co. of North America. ........... XXV., 739 Perry vs. Bankers Life Ins. Co 
Parish vs. Mutual Benefit Life — ee. OE AD ORY OF BM. Zoscavsa0s XXX., 701 
. re "a e000 SESSeS 0000 e 80 ae "'. Perry vs. Dwelling-House Ins. Co.XXVI., 120 ' 
ark vs. Die <asstes ssnseeres — 
Parker vs. China Mut. Ins. Co......XXV., 282 a et al. vs, Cobb et al....... “ --XXV., 481 
Parker et al. vs. Rochester-Ger- eterson vs. Des Moines Life sae 
ee: aaa as ...-XXVI., 635 OO incase DEKbe se 305d CeRaS XXXI., 146 
Parsons vs. Knoxville Fire Ins. Co.XXV , 719 Peterson vs. Gibson..... ....... XXXI., 684 
Parsons et al. vs. Knoxville Fire Petit vs. German Ins. Co........XXIX., 255 
ING. CO. .....220020-5000 wecenesee XXIV., 852 Petitpain vs. Mutual Reserve 
Patten vs. United Life & Acc.Ass’n.XXI., 678 PONG TEE) AST R..cecccees -»- XXIX., 269 
Patterson et al. vs. Natural Pre- Petrie vs. Phenix Ins. Co............XXI., 551 
mium Mut. Life Ins. Co.......XXVII., 820 Petty vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co 
Peabody vs. Satterlee et al...... XXX., 995 of Des Moines.........0+..+.XXIX., 763 
Peake vs. Fuller......... cocceesMRIX., 669 Peutz vs. Pennsylvania Fire Ins. } 
Panke 08. Tale. ..ccccccccccccees XXIX.,1046 re peshcerse Ateeenss XXX., 382 
Peck vs. Girard Fire & Marine Pfeifer vs. National Live-stock 
PN ob: k0sdncetoncbetccessske XXVII., 265 ER sk aviesussccnchncgecsessaod XXV., 184 
Peele vs. Provident Fund Society Phelan vs. Phelan etal............... XXI., 93 
et al........-.------+----+-+++s---XXVI., 927 Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Bachelder....... XXI., 618 
Peet vs. Dakota F. & M. Ins. Co...XXV., 88 phenix Ins. Co. vs. Boyer............ XXI., 409 
Pelican Ins. Co. vs. Schwartz et al..XXI., 722 phenix Ins. Co. vs. Charleston 
Pelican Ins. Co. vs. Smith........... XXI., 106 Ra oncbek: cacncseeeewcsea XXIV., 624 





i TT 





Index of Cases Reported. 1173 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Coomes. ........ XXIL., 152 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Covey......... 
Phenix Ins. Ce. vs. Dungan... 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Grimes........ 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Hart........... 

Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Hart........XXX., 383 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Hart........XXX., 496 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Holeombe..XXVIII., 238 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Martin........ XXIV., 319 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Munger.......... XXI., 682 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Omaha Loan 

Ch. See 2) ) cea 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Pennsylvania 

GHin. cuddvpasvecdcusereusnsnauces XXIII., 28 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Perry............XXI., 881 
Tings on Oe. vs.Red Bila Hora 

Bip Ie Ulin daddeddeasncenimnnmes XXVI., 190 
heats ‘co. On vs. Rogers etal...XXVI., 463 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Rollins........ XXIV. 821 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Ward......... XXIII., 702 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Warttemberg.XXVI., 552. 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Weymouth et al. X XI., 566 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Wilcox & 

Gibbs Guano Co................ XXVI., 632 
Phenix Ins.Co.et al.vs.Angel etal. XXVI., 722 
Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn vs. 


MUMS CE Bliss o's dcsanesticach XXVII., 43 
Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn vs. 

Caldwell ceke Meeae. Kexwed XXX., 116 
Phenix Ins. Co. ‘of Brooklyn vs. 

WN ic cieuy dancenmdseesecc XXII., 29 
Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn vs. 

PN vaenccegceccpaacenssties -XXII., 712 
Phenix Ins. Co. of ae vs. 

BMAD. cc0s sossces vsccceses XXIX., 862 
Phenix ies. Co. of Broskiyn vs. 

Walters..ccccce cosce oe ee eee RM RIX., 1046 
Phenix Ins. Co. of Brooklyn et al. 

vs. Carnahan et al........... XXX., 190 
Phetteplace et al. vs. British & 

Foreign Marine Ins. Co......% XXXI., 20 
Phillips vs. Carpenter et al.......... XXI., 90 
Phillips vs. Union Cent. Life 

TR OBiccccces cesces cvcses XXIX., 628 


Pheenix Assur Co. vs.Allison et al.XXIV., 873 
Pheenix Assur. Co.vs.Allison etal..XXVI., 461 


Pheenix Assur. (Co. vs. Munger 
Improved Cotton-Mach. Mfg. 


Ghia cccccvvccesccccececesece XXVIII., 248 
Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Asbury.......X XVI.,1024 
Pheenix Ins. - vs. Belt Railway 

Cee neise. SEees aaede Vawaes XXX., 477 


Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. oe et al..XXIII., 80 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Flemming 

EME acxcsidrvaxidaeeueasunacaden XXVII., 584 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Greer........... XXV., 311 
Phoenix Ins. Co. vs. Hale...... XXIX., 550 


Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Hancock...XXVIITI., 334 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. McKernan 
GRR santedencnanemakodannaneoel XXVII., 870 


Phenix Ins. Co. vs. Minner...... XXVII., 423 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Overman..XXVIII., 383 
Phoenix Ins. Co. vs. Romeis.....XXX., 740 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Schwartz....XXXI., 714 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Shearman...XXVII., 478 
Pheenix Ins. Co. vs. Summerfield. XXII., 746 


Phenix Ins. Co. of Hartford vs. 

ME Cacenicnukbtaxcunsenuaus XXVII., 648 
Pheenix Ins. Co. of Hartford vs. 

RS O6b6ecee cece »»- XXIX.,1045 
Phenix Ina. Co., ot Hartford, 

CG. HeGrReBeccc ccccccescce XXVIII., 384 
Phenix Ins. Co. of Hartford, 

Conn. vs. Ireland et al..... ..- XXIX., 190 


’ Phenix Mut. F. Ins. Co. vs. 


MUI xc: cbse coccascusivers XXIII., 56 





Pickett vs. Pacific Mut. Life Ins.Co.XXI., 64 


5 Pierson et al. vs. Springfield F. & 


Wise: Ws OD oc cikacstccasnn ncsncccsDe mae eee 
Pioneer Mfg.Co.vs. Pheonix Assur. 
Co 


Pioneer Savings & Loan Co. vs. 
Providence-Washington Ins. 
Ci ne nses vacistnccapecctncetacced XXVII., 144 
Pioneer Savings & Loan Co. vs. 
St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co.XXVI., 826 


Piper vs. Mercantile Mutual Ac- 


OS PN oi 55 eons cnacesncs XXIV., 67 
Pittel et al. vs. Fidelity Mut. 

TO: AGU Be ccces cavcctoees XXVIII., 95 
Place et al. vs. St. Paul Title Ins. 

Oe I Ci cv censcensescssoticsts XXVI., 809 
Planters’ Mut. Ins. Ass’n vs. 

DOWNONTF cocks ccone coces . -XXX., 912 


Planters’ Mut. Ins. Ass’n vs. 
Southern Savings Fund & 


EGGS Geivcscse ce unwaned occdhabitesy Gan 
Planters’ Mut. Ins. Co. vs. 

BAGG icce seaees svetss ecsees XXIX., 603 
Planters’ ‘& People’s Mut. F. 

Ass’n vs. De Loach.........- XXX., 960 
Platt vs. tna Ins. Co............. XXIV., 132 
Pokrefky vs. Detroit Firemen’s 

POR AO We docs sc. cecuceceeteams Gee 
Polish Roman Catholic Union vs. 

WEEE vcccncs ontns ssenens XXIX., 96 
Pollock et al. vs. German Fire 

Ins. Co. enna eeunes -XXX., 893 
Pope vs. Glen ns 5 F alls Ins. Co .] XXXL, 336 
Poppitz vs. German Ins. Co. of 

WOM iivind. woccncGrweeeade XXXI., 207 
Porter vs. Home Friendly SocietyXXXI., 495 
Porter vs.U. 8. Life Ins. Co.......XXITI., 445 


Potter et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co....XXIV., 591 
Powell vs. Mutual Ben. Life 


Tas. Od. € Gl. cccccccvccese XXVIII., 1033 
Powers’ Dry Goods Co. vs. Sa . 

NO BOB Ck cnccsisccstscccusccens XXI., 251 
Pratt va. Bardem... .......6<0cese<s XXVIL., 288 


— vs. Dwelling-House Mut. Ins. 


Pratt et al. vs. Globe Mutual Life.XXVI., 176 
Pratt et al. vs. Manhattan Life 


BE Gin Sensnataninslinian cudodcas’ XXIV., 526 
Preferred Acc. Ins. Co. vs 

BAIROP ce cccccvcsssescececes ‘XXVIIL., 575 
Preferred Accident Ins. Co. vs. 

GaP cccccnetdidcsves veces XXVIII., 942 
Preferred Accident Ins. Co. vs. 

Randolph, Executor. ........... XXVI., 291 
Preferred Accident 7 Co. vs. 

Stone ..... eee cevcececes XXIX., 96 


Preferred Acc. a ©o. vs. Stone.XXX., 478 


Preferred Mut.Acc.Ass’n et al. vs. 

iit since ccnddcackadudeeadsaines xXXV., 659 
President, etc., of Grand Rapids 

Hydraulic Co. vs. American 


PEE Be Qienadcccminsctdcccase XXII., 158 
Preston vs. Connecticut Mut. 

BE WOM: Giaccce cecccu deus XXXI., 401 
Preston National Bank vs. Mich- 

igan Mut. Fire Ins. Co........ XXVII., 478 
Pretzfelder vs. Merchants’ Ins. 

CH GE Gheccccsccsccdeceves XXVIII., 169 
Preuster vs. Supreme Council of 

Order of Chosen Friends........ XXII., 141 
Price vs. Patrons’ & Farmers’ 

PVOCSCtIOD GOs ec occccoccccees XXVIII., 192 
Pringle et al. vs. Des Moines 

WO Gi ccccccntccccectsese XXVIII, 138 
Proctor vs. Georgia Home Ins. 

DBivncecccecacecenendgesccave XXVIII., 1039 


Providence-Washington Ins. Co. vs. 
DOSEN GS GB, on cccevecccvecesaces XXI., 804 





Providence-Washington Ins. Co. 
vs. Brummelkamp 
Providence-Washington 
l. vs. Board of Education 
of Morganstown School Dist...XXX., 
Provident Mut. Relief Ass’n vs. 


Stsawee XXXL, 
Provident Sav. : 
. Duncan et al 
Provident SavingsLifeAssur.Soc. 

vs. Llewellyn etal 
Provident Savings Life Assur. So- 
Puryear’s Adm’r....% 
Provident SavingsLifeAssur.Soc. 

vs. Reutlinger 
Provident Savings Life Assur. 

Soc. of N. Y. vs. Hadley. 
Prudential Ins. Co. vs. Leyden’s 

DP Reisess donee, 490008 XXVIIL., 

Sullivan..XXX., 


6 


Prudential Ins. Co. vs. 
Prudential Ins. Co. of America 

vs. Cummins’ Adm’r 
Prudential Ins. Co. of America 


Prudential — Co. of America 


" ft 
— vs. Higbee’s Adm’r..XXIX., 
Land Title Guarantee 


Purves vs. Insurance Co 
Pythian Life Ass’n vs. Preston 
Queen Ins. Co. vs. Hudnut Co....XXIIL., 
Queen Ins. Co. vs. Kline et al....... 
Queen Ins. Co. et al. vs. State ex 
rel Attorney-General 
of America vs. 


Quigg vs. Coffy 
Quigley etal. vs. St. Paul Title 
Insurance and Trust co 
Quigley et al. 
Insurance & Trust Sika scacansan XXV., 
. Providence-Washing- 
Quinlan vs. Providence-Washin g- 


Quinn vs. supreme Council, Cath- 
olic Knights of America et al..X3 


Philadelphia et al 
Quinsigamond Lake Steamboat 

Co. vs. Insurance Cos 
Quinsigamond 


Rahr et al. vs. Manchester "Fire 
Railway "Passengers & Freight 

Conductors’ Mut. Aid & Bene- 

fit Ass’n vs. Loomis 
Railway & Passengers Freight 

Conductors’ Mutual & 

Benefit Ass'n vs. Robinson....X XITI., 

& Employees 
Ass'n vs. Johnson xxXxX 
R’way Officials’ & Employees’ 

Acc. Ass'n vs. Drummond..XXVIII., 
Rainger vs. Boston Mut. Life Ass'n. XXVI., 
Ramspeck vs. Pattillo.. 
Rand etal. vs. Provident ‘Savings 

Life Assur. Society. . 





60 


577 
350 
686 


478 
753 
» 222 


750 


18 


79 
259 


382 
188 
91 


926 


Index of Cases Reported. 


—— vs. Teutonia Fire Ins. 


Parewiacctidscsdc ences thous over XXV., 713 
Rasmusen et al. vs. New York 

SUE, TOD ca casas scuveheasesat XXV., 96 
Rau, Eugene, vs. Westchester 

Pe I, osc cacceew cies XXVIII, 182 
Rauch vs. Michigan Millers’ Mut. 

~~ f |. errr XXXI., 799 
Ray vs. Security Trust & Life 

Pe MSibe cedncksneacennns XXIX., 369 
Raymond et al. vs. Hartford Fire 

eae XXXI., 684 


Reading Ins. Co. vs. Egelhoff 
(American Ins. Co. of North 
America et al., Interveners)..XXXI., 775 
Reck vs. Hatboro Mut. Live-stock 


& Protective Ins. Co........... XXIV., 124 
Reck vs. Phoenix Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 174 
Redmond vs. Industrial Benefit 

UD nsvavsrinbaeuuscessbsudsess XXVI., 812 
Reed vs. Equitable Fire & Marine 

PU, hs Atk Pena uB kee he nadhcies cece XXI., $21 
Reed vs. Union Cent. Life Ins. 

Rises eaecene Ushener ances XIX., 653 
Reed et ‘al. vs. Ancient Order of 

the Red Cross..... ...... -XXXI., 889 
Reed et al. vs. Fidelity & Cas- 

MOMe DR. DE Ti Baccccicase XXVIII., 364 
Reese vs. Fidelity Mut. Life 

BPE éewvn Ceeetics vodsckses XXIX.,1051 
Reichenbach vs. Ellerbee........... XXII., 764 
Reilly vs. Chicago Guaranty 

Fund Life Society......... XXVIII., 243 
Reininghaus vs. Merchants’ Life 

BAPE: 105% Wecess Covdccsuss XXXI., 675 


Reliance Lumber Co. vs. Brown.....X XI., 794 


3; Reliance Marine Ins. Co., Ltd., 


vs. New York & C. Mail S.S. 

Co. et al—New York & C. 

Mail 8. 8. Co. et al. vs. Feli- 

ance Marine Ins (o., Ltd....XXVIL., 3 
Reliance Mut. Ins. Co. vs.Sawyer 

EF Usuntpdnnentissweneseduseneckh XXIII., 793 
Renner et al. vs. Supreme Lodge, 

Bohemian Slavonian Benetit 

EE Schdientnguensswuwen eae XXVI., 635 
magmas rvs. Dwelling-House Ins. 


Rens vs. Northwestern Mut. 

eee XXVII., 836 
Replogle vs.American Ins.Co. etal. X XII., 815 
Republic Life Ins. Co. vs. Swigert 


I ks concede cnavcncsaes XXVL., 266 
Reyer vs. Odd Fellows’ Fraternal 

OE eas XXII., 718 
Reynolds vs. Atlas Accident Ins. 

CRS owas nnse capea rae dwekens<slestee wey TOO 
Reynolds vs. London & Lanca- 

shire Fire Ins. Co. et al...... XXIX., 330 


Rheims vs. Standard Fire Ins. Co. XXIV., 253 
Rhode vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 


Picccencd vancne 06800 ceca, See 
Rhode Island Underwriters’ Ass'n 

le PE icadcpexsivecccsaxeden XXV., 116 
Rice et al. vs. Smith. . ovencicee Va wae 


Ri hards vs. Maine Benefit Ass’ n.XXIL., ‘865 
Richards vs. Travelers Ins. Co....XXVI., 636 
Richardson vs. Mutual Life Ins. 


Se kviien stints <scabdebuicashies<t XXII., 454 
Richardson vs. White et al......... XXVI., 542 
Richmond vs. Assur. Cos........... XXV., 354 
Richter vs. Harper.................. XXII., 716 
Richter vs. Supreme Lodge 

Knights of Pythias..... osecah, Seee 


Riegel vs. American Life Ins. Co..XXII., 277 
_ vs. Union Central Life Ins. 


Riv ccecbee sens seecceee -XXX., 244 
Riggs vs. Home ‘Mut. Fire Protec- 
ey rere XXXI., 200 








= 


Index of Cases Reported. 1175 


Riley vs. Riley et al................XXVI, 
Rines vs. German Ins. Co. of 
DOOUHOEG, Bikeccs veasesdncess XXIX., 
Rissler vs. American Cent. 
BR Sin vn. odncnsne. creases ene ws 


Ritter vs. Mutual Life Ins. 
of New York ieee “XXVI Tey 
Ritter vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 


GEG BO oc vccsctaccssiosua XXVIT., 
Ritter, Executor, vs. Mutual Life 

; 4. See ees XXIV., 
Robbins vs. Springfield Fire & 

Marine Ins. Co..............---.- XXV., 
Roberts vs. Winton............ XXVIII., 
Roberts et al. vs. Northwestern 

po a EE eee aRY:, 
Robinson vs. Adtna Ins. Co...... XXXI., 
Robinson vs. Palatine Ins. Co., 

OREO 6.5. Win. 0455, KOOKS .. &XXL, 
Robinson vs. Pennsylvania Fire 

SI Civ eniaccnaspentdaecconseons XXVI1., 


Robinson vs. Pennsylvania Ins, Co.XXV., 


Robinson vs. Templar Lodge of 
oo eee XXIII, 


Robinson et al. vs. tna Ins. Co..XXVI., 


Robinson, executor, vs. North 
British & Mercantile Ins. Co.XXIX., 


Robison et al. vs. Ohio Farmers’ 


Be ihe Wesacndudisnedeks Carsaces XXiII., 
Rochester Loan & Banking Co. 
et al. vs. Liberty Ins. Co-......-. xXXIV., 
Rockford Ins. Co. vs. Farmers’ 
BE as cwonsusdeccccecconere XXII., 
Rockford Ins. Co. vs. Rogers and 
PR dcntantnasvesnchninddetmneed XXVL,, 


Rockford Ins. Co. vs. Winfield. ....XXVI., 





Rogers vs. Aetna Ins. Co. of 

Hartford... .ccccccccccccece XXVIII., 
Rollins vs. McHatton..............-. XXiI., 
Rome  Saeeey Co. vs. Greenwich 

Ins. Co...... ° + woneneed XXIX., 
Ronald vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

Eile ERG BAG Ce i ncsics ceccccesenes XXL. 
Rosebud Mining & Milling Co. vs. 

Western Assur. Co...........-..- xXXV., 
Ross vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co... isi a 
Ross vs. Hawkeye Ins. Co......... XXIV., 


Rossiter vs. tna Life Ins. Co..... XXV., 
Rothcock vs. Dwelling-House 


I Gs iwcsntncndseds teastensse XXIII., 
Rottier vs. German Ins. Co...... XXX., 
Royal Ins. Co. vs. Clark........... XXIV., 
Royal Ins. Co. vs. Vanderbilt 

BEG. DOe ciceviccenesscecnnsec XXVIII, 


Royal Ins. Co. vs. Wight et al....X XIII., 
Royal Neighbors of America vs. 


WHERE: once. ccscese covecse XXXL, 
Rundle et al. vs. Kennan...........-.- XXI., 
— vs. Lloyd Plate Glass Ins. 

Kicacebsdducacuiica sadednwksewadseed XXL, 


Run a et al. vs. Hartford Ins. Co.XXVI., 


Rushton Peabody vs. Saterlee & 
Co. Attorneys for the Under- 
writers of the Lloyds of N. 


DW, CiMecaceccs odesnace gees xXxXxX., 
Russell vs. Manufacturers’& Build- 

ee ye: Ys eee xXiI., 
Russell et al. vs. Fidelity Fire 

BE: Mebvckdevonaitetdesenssckenee XXII, 
Rustin vs. Standard Life & Ac- 

PS A ee XXVIII., 
Ruthven et al. vs. American Fire 

IN MNNS4 ids hn ork ddwaeeieda ana eee SERV. 
Ruthven etal. vs. American Fire 

tind Golidee ignnéeasoucaat XXVII, 


Ryan vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 


118 
183 
615 
647 


706 


652 
91 


68 
56 


207 


36 
56 


480 
823 


798 
655 
389 


81 
785 


808 
489 


767 
634 
693 
112 
640 
161 


640 
931 
836 


916 
710 


447 
80 


472 
320 


944 
533 


BAe TOR. “GOs ccceccciccccecve XXIX., 96 


Ryan vs. Rockford Ins. Co. ...... XXIIL., 


8 


Ryan vs. Rothweiler et al......... XXITII., 383 
Rynalski vs.Ins.Co.of State of Pa.XXIII., 43 
Sabin vs. Phinney et al............. XXII., 478 
Sabin vs. Senate of the National 

Wiixescushacatencescioducummane XXI., 853 
Sachs vs. London & Lancashire 

Poe er eee XXXI., 426 
St. Clement vs. 

Jacques Cartier... 2.2.05 oe XXXI., 94 
St. Johns in re Central Railroad 

CO Be Biaccuccenccceadeus XXX., 189 
St. Louis A. & T. Ry. Co. vs. Fire 

Ass'n of P: iladelphia et al..... XXII., 567 
St. Louis, I. M. & S. Railway Co. 

vs. Commercial Union Ins. Co. XXVI1., 363 


St. Onge vs. Westchester Fire 

Wi GI Sic.aes. Soccceeacasenees XXVI.,1017 
St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 

we. Kelley et Ghieccccce cece XXXI., 645 
St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 

CE. Beet GO onic cdcdnysactsccs XXII., 457 
St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. vs. _. 

Uc cea cca~cnce<ceecpedaatee =z, V2 
St. _— Fire & Marine Ins. Co. vs. 


St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. et al. 
vs. Brunswick Grocery Co....XXX., 959 
St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 


et al. vs. Gott ‘elf. .............. XXII, 34 
St. Paul Title Insurance & Trust 
Co. vs. Johnson et al..... ituddnne XXV., 878 
Sam _ * vs. London & Lancashire 
MEI ON ccncucunttenutacuddced XXV., 576 
Sanford vs. Orient Ins. Co....... XXIX., 95 


Sargent vs. Central Acc. Ins. Co.XXXI., 256 
Sargent et al. vs. Supreme Lodge 

nights of Honor et al......... XXII., 545 
Sater vs. Henry County aay 

Mut. Fire Ins. Co --XXIV., 220 


Saunders vs. Agricultural ‘Ins. 


Ce. CE Weteteeiiins cucccces XXX., 673 
Saunders vs. Armstrong... ..... XXXI., 880 
Savage vs. Phenix Ins. Co........... XXI., 967 
Scammell et al. vs. China Mutual 

FU Mad ndinc tvadcnicccaduasacdans XXV., 357 
Schaefer’s Estate........ ...... XXIX., 288 
Schaeffer vs. Anchor Mut. Fire 

ee. ae ee ere XXXI., 245 
Schardt vs. Schardt et al......... XXVII., 742 
Schauer vs. Queen Ins. Co.......... XXVIL., 367 
Schenck vs. Louisiana Benevo- 

lent & Protective Ass'n........ XXIV., 399 
Schmidt vs American Mutual 

JECT 5: wc deneecaadhon dae XXVII., 212 


Schmidt vs. German Mut. Ins. Co.. XXI., 997 
Schmidt vs. Modern Woodmen of 

SI i cocina ctdnkg ciicidandizes XXII, 556 
Schmidt vs. Northern Life Ass’n.XXX., 261 
Schmidt vs. Supreme Tent 

Knights of Maccabees of the 

WEGNEEE ucrdnaduecaunexeccaauesis XXVII., 468 
Schmurr vs. State Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 373 
School Dist. No. 116 of Minnehaha 

Co. vs. German Ins. Co. of 


Schouweiler et al. vs. Mer- 

chants’ Mut. Ins. Ass’n....XXVIII., 541 
Schrodel vs. Humboldt Fire Ins. 

Unbdincteunakenchs siatedentuness XXIII., 240 
Schroeder vs. Farmers’ Mut. Fire 

Bs Di ccasivtscsdetciaisdacasckee XXI.,1020 
Schroeder vs Springfield Fire & 

ps YS eee XXVII., 150 
Schultz vs. Caledonian Ins. Co....XXVI., 927 
Schultz et al. vs. Citizens’ Mutual 

Be NG ivascanecacicsdesccase XXVI., 387 
Schuyler et al. vs. Phoenix Ins. Co.XXIL, 150 


Schwahn et al. vs. Michigan Fire 
& Marine Ins. Co............... XXIV., 462 








1176 Index of Cases Reported. 


Schwartzschild & Sulzberger Co. 
vs. Phoenix Ins. Co..........XXXI., 483 


Scott vs. Security Fire Ins. Co..... XXV., 581 
Scottish U.& N.Ins.Co vs.BouldenXXII., 188 
Scottish Union & National Ins.Co. 


Pe AS a6haner kan accin stench XXII., 442 
Scottish Union & National Ins. 

aa XXVI., 305 
Scottish Union & National Ins. 

eS SS Cara XXxX., 181 
Scottish Union & National Ins. 

Ce. VE. TRAGAG. GF Oheasscvs csicdeaanc, 200 
Scottish Union & National Ins. 

OR PGs TED vo ncccsccesdsnaccce XXVI., 963 
Screwmen’s Benevolent Ass’n ys. 

ae 
Sea Ins. Co. vs. Johnson........ XXXI., 590 
Seal vs. I'armers’ & Merchants’ 

Fas, Carccess Sienna dee bea XXIX., 177 


Seamans, Receiver of Wisconsin 

Mutual Fire Ins. ©o.,vs. Zim. 

ik cccndwasansendnomneawas XXIII., 720 
Sears vs. Grand Lodge Ancient 

Order of United Workmen....XXIX.,1049 


Security Co. vs. Panhandle Na- 

CHOMAL BORK. cevcccccscsce see XXIX., 768 
Security Mut. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Wend Ct Blivccccoccs essvvcce XXX., 613 


Seehorn vs. Supreme Council 
Catholic Knights of America.XXXI., 877 
Seibel vs. Lebanon Mut. Ins. Co.XXIX., 838 


Seiders vs. Merchants’ Life 
Aes'’en OF Che G.. Bec ccncccass XXIX., 97 


Sellers et al. vs. Commercial Fire 
PI seek eneaacs Runes Ovsenees XXIV., 354 


Sengfelder vs. Mutual Life Ins.Co.XXIII., 469 


Sergent vs. Liverpool & London 

me CU GE, Oe wae Keeccae XXVIII, 59 
Seymour vs. Chicago Guaranty 

Pe BE TOD on cedsncncnacsveven XXII., 787 


Shackelford vs.Supreme Conclav e 


Knights of Damon...... . -XXVI., 561 


Shackett et al. vs. People’s Muu. 
eee XXV., 153 
Shaffer vs. Spangler.................. XXI., 468 
Shanahan vs. Metropolitan Life 
Bis cetannenanasiucsmncinanet zZxV. 7 


Shapiro vs. Western Home Ins.Co.XXII., 310 
Sharland vs. Washington Life 

ge aa Se errr XXIX., 738 
Sharp vs. Commercial Travelers’ 

Mut. Acc. Ass’n of America... X XIII., 757 


Sharp vs. Scottish Union & Na- 
CEE. GRE; OD. ccccs ccccectur XXXI., 906 
Shaw vs. Firemen's Ins. Co.......X XIII., 228 


Shea vs.Massachusetts Ben.Ass’nX XIII., 214 
Sheanon vs. Pacific Mut. Life Ins.Co.X XITI., 321 


Shedden vs. Heard...........+.. XXIX., 671 
Sheets ve. Ghoote........00.-0..000 XXIIIL., 560 
Shelden vs. National Masonic 

pe ee ar XXIX., 488 


Sherry, etux va. eeeive Plaster- 
ers’ Mutual Union. . 


-.---& VIL, 735 
Shevlin vs. American Mutual 


Accident Asa’n.................XXVI., 784 
Shields vs. Equitable Life Assur. 

Soc. of U. 8S. et al.......00.. XXIX., 122 
Shoaf et al. vs. Palatine Ins. Co.XXX., 276 
ee ee XXVL., 368 
Shuman vs. Supreme Lodge 

Knights of Honor............ XXIX., 288 
Shute vs. Manchester Fire Assur. 

GOs GE Di cccvcccccccccccvcess XXIX., 821 
Shyrock vs. Shyrock.............. XXVII., 286 
Sibley vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

TER cae cnunedctan ceckacnnee XXI., 615 
Silk vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

aa XXIII., 334 


Silva et ux. vs. Supreme Council of 
PortugueseU nion ofCal.( Dutra, 


SED vabsnebacosscnsscenien XXV., 65 
Simons vs. Iowa State Traveling 

PE NTRS sis ntenccvcnssenes XXVII., 438 
Simpson vs. Life Ins. Co. of Va... .. XXIV., 235 
Sims vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co. 

of Town of La Prairie..... XXVIII., 381 
Singleton et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co..XXI., 499 
Sisk vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co.......... XXVI., 369 
Sisk vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co..........XXVI., 458 


Skinner & Sons’ Shipbuilding, 
etc., Co. vs. Houghton.......XXX., 384 


Slater vs. Capital Ins. Co..... .....XXIV., 174 
Slinkard vs. Manchester Fire 

po a: Re XXVIL., 987 
Slobodisky vs. Phoenix Fire Ins. 

oe 2 XXVII., 53 
Sloman etal.vs.Mercantile Credit 

Guarantee Co...............-...2 XXVI., 665 


Smaldone vs. President, etc., of 
Insurance Co. of North 


MERBTIOR cscs oevccced ences XXIX., 761 
Small vs. Westchester Fire Ins.Co.XXII., 660 
Small et al. vs. Jose et al...........XXIV., 39 
Smith vs. Adtna Life Ins. Co..... XXIX., 96 
Smith vs. Altna Life Ins. Co...XXXI., 236 
Smith vs. California Ins. Co....... XXVI, 631 


Smith vs. Continental Ins. Co..XXVIII., 534 
Smith vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. 








AOTO OF TGOMIR iss cercieds XXxX., 67 
Smith va. Herd et al....c.cccccs XXX., 393 
Smith vs. Hopkins et al............ XXVI., 366 
Smith vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. 

RPP ekacsepcanns down eres see nakene XXVII., 414 
Smith vs. Mutual Benefit Life 

Bs Sinces: 05505 o0cass avedeueanea, OCF 
Smith vs. New England Mut. 

BE I SD Se chance carsanceted XXIV., 212 
Smith vs. Northwestern Mut. 

eR eee XXX., 61 
Smith vs. People’s Mut. Live-stock 

BS das accrckcntens &ckneneseen XXV., 444 
Smith vs. Preferred Masonic Mut. 

PE eee rae XXI.,1035 
Smith vs. Pre ferred . Cc. 

SD a inind dendscnnts ghvespaices + 637 
Smith vs. Provident Saving Life 

eee XXIV., 502 
Smith vs. St. Paul Fire & Ma- 

a a Err rre XXVIII., 371 
Smith, Adm’r..vs. German-Amer- 

RENIN NID wenieadics cx vunnen ccd XXVI., 174 
Smith, County Treasurer, vs. Ger- 

WOM TMB. OB. 550c55-5.-5<.05000. dea 200 
Smith et al. vs. Continental Ins. Co..XXI., 48 
Smith et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co...... XXI., 137 
Smith et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co..... XXI., 416 
Smith et al. vs. Pinch et al.........XXVI., 353 


Smith,Ins Com.,vs.MaineMutual 

Accident Ass’n (Burrill, In- 

ED in sc cunnvcascdscnesncnaeeeee Ua Oe 
Smith, Insurance Commissioner, 

vs. National Credit Ins. Co...XXIX., 191 
Smith, Ins. Commissioner, et al. vs. 

National Cre«it Ins. Co. et al. ..XXV., 842 
Smith, Ins. Commissioner, et al. 

vs. National Credit Ins. Co. 


Ge cepitcecovasbasecuicckacaiac XXVII., 964 
Smith & Dove Mfg. Co. vs. 
Travelers Ins. Co.......... LXXVIIL, 1040 
ar vs. Dweiling House Ins. 
pakaudhe Seen nene<eataneninds's. antl XXVI., 905 
Sete e et al. vs. Supreme Lodge 
nights of Honor et al......... XXVI., 682 
Soli vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co....... XXI., 908 
Solomon vs. Continental Fire 
MMB. Diicccccce cvcsses o ccvcdeaihanes 288 


MUUVCca—™|: £1: el A -eaAsiiAS sa 





mc TT | ji 


Index of Cases Reported. 1177 


Soorholtz vs. Marshall County 

Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. Oo. ere 173 
South Bend Toy Manuf'g Co. 

Dakota Fire & Marine Ins. Co. EE, 919 
Southern Fire Ins. Co. vs. Knight.XXIX.,1044 


Southern Home Building & Loan 
Ass’n vs. Home Ins.Co. of N.O. XXVI., 524 


Southern Ins. Co. vs. Estes et al.XXX., 637 
Southern Ins. Co. vs. Parker....... XXV., 214 
Southern Ins. Co. vs. Stewart..XXXI., 301 
Southern Ins. Co. vs. White. ...... XXIV., 47 
Southern Ins. Co. of New Orleans 


vs. Wolverton Hardware Co.etalXXI., 671 
Southern Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Hud- 

We OE Micccet, nvenednuncws XXX., 733 
Southern Mutual Ins. Co. vs. 

FORT on56 <dvacesavenenss XXVII., 57 
Southwestern Mut. Ben. Ass’n. vs. 

ac decuswavecscevasssnanse XXI., 865 
Sovereign Camp Woodmen of the 

World vs. Burgess... .... .. XXXI., 976 
Sovereign Camp Woodmen of the 

World vs. Thornton... ..... XXXI., 1055 


Sovereign Camp of Woodmen of 
the World vs. Grandon.. ...XXXI., 494 


Sovereign Camp of Woodmen of 


the World vs. Woodruff... .. XXXI., 685 
Spalding vs. New Hampshire Fire 

WO Ga denccaw sasten 60 seen XXXI., 1045 
Spalding et al. vs. Miller.......... XXVII., 741 


Sparkman vs. Supreme Council 
American Legion of Honor.....X XIX.,1047 


Speagle vs. Dwelling-House Ins. 


i oaicadancatsnddaduns dasiek ceace XXIV., 829 
Spies vs. Greenwich Ins. Co....... XXIII., 3 
Spring ze Chautauqua Mut. Life 

Mins Watusdsndinndcoununeuseasin XXVI., 636 
Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 

Cannon ét al................... XXVII., 839 
Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 

UNE OG GBs kewckcs déncnces XXXI., 903 
Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 

BI OB Wii enentacvdensssdasececs XXVI., 46 


Springfield F. & M. vs. Phillips...KXIV., 80 
Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 
ME Kakbs aCincinaee Beaces XXXI., 818 


Springfield Steam Laundry Co. 
et al. vs. Traders’ Ins. Co..XXVIII., 760 


Sproul vs. Western Assur. Co...XXVIII., 118 


Spruill vs. Northwestern Mutual 
Ee Be ie tincnksccniussctecesn XXVI., 881 


Squier vs. Hanover Fire Ins. Co..XXIX., 575 
Stambler vs. Order of Pente....... XXVI., 170 


Standard Life & Accident Co. vs. 
Board of Assessors of Detroit.XXII., 639 


Standard Life & Accident Ins. 


Oa Ve Devis........3.<. XXVII., 898 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. ‘Co. 

We I siitiadasnsysdeeduasncnsa XXII., 285 
Standard Life & Accident Ins.Co. 

, 0 ee SET. Fi 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co. 

vs. Lauderdale.................. XXIV., 865 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co. 

WER IOI dinsse evenessaccanadd XXII., 578 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co. 

vs. Randolph, Executor........ XXVI., 291 
Standard Life & Acc. Ins. Co. vs. 

CEcess <ascese. saves .-XXX., 477 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. Co. 

‘V8. THOMAS OF Al. .....0.00020 cccece XXI., 124 
Standard Life & Accident Ins. 

Cs Wi WO vs ccntpatoccsscncac XXVII., 719 


Standard Life & Accident Ins. 
Co, of De troit vs. Carroll ..... XXVII., 743 


Standard Loan & Accident Ins. 

Co. vs. Thornton.............. XXVII., 129 
Standard Oil Co. vs. Fidelity & 

CH Gree cece cvivis XXVIII., 656 


State vs. tna Fire Ins. Co...XXVIII., 671 
State vs. Lancashire Fire Ins. 
GH cccecccsceces weneeseeses XXVIII., 605 
State (Metropolitan Ins. Co., 
prosecutor) vs. Mayor, etc., 









of City of Newark... XXVII., 839 
Stnte. WH MOO .cccccvcecessn -XXVIII., 93 
State vs. National Acc. Society 

OL Nu Zocccccccesce ceecncecdn Vale Tee 
State vs. Phipps etal............... XXII., 345 
State vs. Stone........ - 198 
State vs. Taylor... 79 
State vs. Wheeler... .................- XXI., 620 
State vs. Williams. ................ XXIII., 609 
State Board of Tax Commission- 

ers vs. Holliday et al.......... XXVII., 97 


State ex rel. Att’y-Gen’l,vs. Ins. Co..XXI., 673 
State ex rel. Cincinnati Life 

Ass’n Assignee vs. Matthews 

Superintendent.... ..... .-XXX., 766 
State ex rel. Clapp, ‘Attorney-Gen- 

eral, vs. Educational Endowment 

MaRS << 55 <.cdtcuaa swat XXI., 561 
State ex rel. Clapp, Attorney-Gen- 

eral, vs. Federal Investment Co.XXI., 226 


State ex rel. Crow, Att’y Gen 


vs. Insurance CoS.......... XXVIII, 856 
State ex rel. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co. 
vs. Moore, Auditor.............. XXV., 719 


State ex rel. Fidelity & Casu- 
alty Co. vs. Fricke, Comm..XXVIII., 184 


State ex rel. Hart vs. Com- 


mercial Ins. Co........ seeee XXXI., 868 
State ex rel. Kinder vs. Eagle Ins. 
Cio ociiccscncecsancoaunsdseunas -XXII., 559 


State ex rel. Mechanics’ & Traders’ 

Ins. Co. vs. Board of Assessors 

OE Mili esik dccsdvudeenacanceaeaduassd XXV., 147 
State ex rel. Metropolitan Plate 

Glass Ins. Co. vs. Fricke, 

Commissioner...........++- XXVIII, 184 
State ex rel. National Life Ass’n 

vs. Matthews, State Superin- 

tendent of Insurance.—State 

ex rel. Home Mut. Life Ins. 

Ci: Wi I i csin sncdntndcscnes XXVII., 614 
State ex rel. Richards, Att’y-Gen., 

vs. Mfrs. Mut. Fire Asa’n...... XXII., 695 


State ex rel. Richards, Att’y-Gen’l, 


‘v8. Richardson. .......cccess.<0- XXVI., 169 
State ex rel. Royal Arcanum vs. 

PN os asitcntcdneiasnadecuneuas XXII., 238 
State Ins. Co. vs. New Hampshire 

RE Olina ccccaceccccuscusssuasess XXV., 307 
State Ins. Co. of Des Moines vs. 

pC Yee ror XXV., 127 
State Ins. Co. of Des Moines vs. 

EE a vcavenenandcuscsadeeenss XXII., 160 
State Ins. Co. of Des Moines, 

Iowa, vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. 

Co. Of NORCAGER. ccccs cecess XXXI., 761 
State Investment & Ins. Co. vs. 

Superior Court. ................ XXIII., 400 


State Mutual Fire Ins. Ass’n vs. 
Brinkley Stave & Heading Co.XXV., 49 


State of Louisiana vs. Williams 

Ce gtvncie cdencacctsascusanset XXIII., 508 

State of Tennessee vs. Phenix Ins 
RE EI REE OS ER XII., 400 
Stauffer vs. Manheim Mut. Fire 

es Oras dacvdusuasesasicadeesene XXI.,1051 
Stauffer vs. Penn. Mut. Fire Ins. 

Ass'n of Lancaster Co.......... XXIV., 229 
Steamship Samana Co., Limited, 

Wie ME sw hdc cut a teavctcadadees XXII., 639 
Steel vs. Phenix Ins. Co.............. XXI., 242 
Steel vs. Phenix Ins. Co. of Bklyn.XXII., 7 
Bheala we Cac .cs cccccce cose XXXL, 1071 
Steele vs. German Ins. Co.......... XXII., 377 


Stehlick vs. Mechanics’ Ins. Co..XXIII., 547 








1178 


Cate: vs. Diepenbrock et 





a viedcen voensesenssnnnasesanee ae mee 

senmanuns vs. The Preferred 

ee, eae. XXVI., 454 
Steinle vs.New York Life Ins.Co.XXVII., 174 
Steinmeyer et al. vs. Steinmeyer 

a XXXI., 881 
Stemmer vs. Scottish Union & 

National Ins. Co. et al......... XXVII., 972 
Stensgaard vs. St. Paul Real Estate 

ry Lk eae 894 
Stephens vs. Capital Ins. Co 208 
Stephens vs. Railway Officials’ & 

mployes’ Acc. Ass’n.......... XXVI., 540 

Stephens vs. Union Assur. Soc...XXVII., 165 
Stepp vs. National Life & Re 

SL. ssnroccdssascsdesecn XXITII., 103 
Steppe vs. Alter and O’ Rourke..... XXV., 160 
Sterling Fire Ins. Co. vs. Beffrey....XXI., 274 
Sternaman vs. Metropolitan Life 

TRE: GOvccsas es. 2cseces 80% comdbabhe, BVO 
Sternberg vs. Levy.....ceeseeeee XXX., 506 
Stevens vs. Germania Life Ins. 

Givccivvce cosa svnvee vecvow X., 860 
Stevens vs. Queen Ins. 2 ee XXI., 443 
Stever vs. People’ 's Mut. Accident 

BD I i ixsdvsicwenesknsscscnecse XXI.,1029 
Stewart vs. Grand Lodge A. 

of United Workmen........... © xXVIL, 838 
Stewart vs. Helvetia Swiss Fire 

I ID casicnk en cbb pence aceavcet XXIV., 476 
Stewart vs. Union Mut. Life Ins. 

SE XXVII., 698 
Stickley vs. Mobile Ins. Co......... XXII., 768 
Stockley vs. Benedict et al...... XXX, 414 
Stockley vs. Thomas et al......XXVIII., 768 


Stockton Combined Harvester 

& Agricultural Works vs. 

Glens Falls Ins. Co. of N. Y..XXVII., 983 
Stockton Combined Harvester 

& Agricultural Works et al. 


vs. American Fire Ins. Co....X XVITI.,1001 


Stoelker vs. Thornton et al........ XXVI., 174 
Stohr vs. San Francisco Musical 
NE WN ikarbs chcsasccdcnnsanen XXVI., 269 
Stone vs. Granite State Fire 
ERR. OSs. ccvccsces scccecseces XXIX., 250 
Stone vs. Insurance Cos.............. XXI., 247 
Stork vs. Supreme Lodge Knights 
of Pythias of the World..... XXX., 382 
Stoughton vs. Manufacturers’ 
Natural Gas. Co.................3 <XIV., 638 
Stowell vs. Greenwich Ins. Co. 
of City of New York.......... XXIX., 865 
Straker vs. Phoenix Ins. Co. et 
GBs vcvececcccccccvesescseces XXVIII., 143 
Strause et al. vs. Palatine Ins. 
Wsenseaee ciacse Keanes XXX., 553 
Strauss vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Se, eee X., 188 
Strauss vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 
BO BOD Rs scce vostoses vases XxXX., 818 
Strauss vs. Union Cent. Life Ins. 
iatnvets ssshas veatng Siva XXXI., 531 


Strauss et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co..XXVI., 676 
Stringham vs. Dillon et al..... XXXI., 1072 


Strouse et al. vs. American 
Credit Indemnity Co. of N. Y. 
—American Credit Indemnity 
Co. of N. Y. vs. Strouse et al. XXTX., 980 


Strunk vs. Firemen’s Ens. Co. ..... XXITII., 477 


Stuart vs. Insurance Companies. XXX., 943 
Stuart et al. vs. Sutcliffe et al....... aa. 8 
Succession of Brownlee............ XXII., 312 


Sullivan vs. Germania Life Ins.Co.XXV., 412 
Sullivan vs. Hartford Fire Ins. Co.XXV., 705 
Sullivan a Metropolitan Life 


Ins. 95 





Index of Cases Reported. 


Sullivan et al. vs. Connecticut 
Indemnity Ass’n.............. XXVII., 648 


Summerfield vs. North British & 
Mercantile Ins. Co XXIV., 442 


Summerfield vs.Phenix Assur.Ce.XXVL, 640 
Summers vs. Des Moines Ins. Co.XXXI., 
Sun Fire Office vs. Clark et al....... XXV., 333 
Sun Fire Office vs. Ermentrout..... XXI.,1055 
Sun Fire Office vs. Fraser et al....XXVI., 831 
Sun Fire Office vs. Wich........ «cK EVE,, 681 
Sun Ins. Co. vs. Greenville a 


ing and Loan Ass’n, No. 2.......XXV., 657 
Sun Ins. Co. vs. The Hope........... XXI., 479 
Sun Ins. Office vs. Varble........ XXVII., 796 
Sun Ins. Office of London vs. 

OTs vain 18k 60 64 0b eveuse XXVIII., 845 
Sun Insurance Office of London 

VR, MRR. coe ceccveccescoeces XXIX., 344 
Sun Life Ins. Co. vs. United 


States Fidelity & eee 


Drie. was nen ee ae w ween XXI., 444 
Sun Life Ins. Co. of America vs. 

Go nidinncnvanceninaancnes XXVII., 645 
Sun Mutual Ins. Co. vs. Crist...... XXVI., 695 
Sun Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Jones.......... XXI., 56 
Sun Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Saginaw 

cade de ncnedsnasinnande aavey, See 


Sun Mut. Ins. Co. vs. Searles et al. XXV., 320 
Sun Mutual Ins. Co. et al. vs. 


MOEN GC Thiiseccvedvvccecs XXVIII., 44 
Supreme Assembly Royal Soci- 

ety of Good Fellows vs. Mc- 

Sievers schopecisescunas -XXVII, 81 


Supreme Conclave Improved Or- 

der of Heptasophs vs. Miles..XXX., 575 
Supreme Conclave Knights of 

Damon vs. Warwick......... XXIX., 670 
Supreme Council American Le- 

gion of Honor vs. Adams et al.XXX., 189 
Supreme Council Catholic Benev. 

Legion vs. McGinness.—Mc- 

Ginness vs. Supreme Council 

Catholic Beney. Legion.....XXVIII., 
Sup’me Council Catholic Knights 

of America vs. Densford et al.XXIX., 669 
Supreme Council Catholic Knights 

of America vs. Franke.. ......... XXI.. 222 
Supreme Council Catholic Knights 

of America vs. Gambatti et 


303 


WEicccss cevece sevcer covers XXXI., 880 
Sup’me Council Catholic Knights 

of America vs. Winter’s 

BPP cceseces coscce ceeses XXIX., 423 
Supreme Council of Royal Ar- 

canum vs. Brashears....... XXVIII., 7351 
Supreme Council Royal Arca- 

num et al. vs. Tracy........... XXVII., 435 
Supreme Lodge Knights of Honor 

We) Sin covnasccwccsepenncassis XXI., 672 
Supreme Lodge Knights of Honor 

VO. DIGUGROP. cccccee coscece ~-XXX., 547 
Supreme Lodge Knights of Honor 

ih) cp awtannmnsvibahen nae XXVI., 4138 
Supreme Lodge Knights of Pyth- 

BRD WE. DONO accsce coccecses xXxXX., 1056 
Supreme tet = Knights of Pyth- 

ias vs. St eter cveqgnasoeta Cin. OOO 
Supreme Lodge Knights of Py- 

thias vs. Trebbe........... XXVIII., 574 
Supreme Lodge Knights of Pyth- 

fas vs. Withers..... wees XXX., 31 
Supreme Lodge Knights of Pyth- 

ias of the World vs. Beck....XXX., 722 
Supreme Lodge K. of P. of the 

World vs. Kalinski............. XXIII, 44 
Supreme Lodge K. of P. of the 

‘World vs. Malta et al....... XXIV., 801 


Supreme Lodge Knights of Pyth- 


jas of the World vs. Wilson....XXVI., 637 











Index of Cases Reported. 


Supreme Lodge of Bohemian Slav- 


onian K. & L. vs. Matejowsky 

 Dencvtede cvvacees. wien X., 574 
Survick vs. ene Mutual Life 

ROS Wiesiccdictedectssssecnc XXV., 380 


Susquehanna F.Ins.Co.vs.Mardorf.X XII., 239 
Sutherland vs. Standard Life & 
Accident Ins. Co................ XXII., 353 


Svea Assur. Co. vs. Packham et al.XXX., 303 
Swain et al. vs. Security Live- 

OE UN ise cckcnsisiccnsacaa XXV., 714 
Swearengen vs. Hartford Fire 


Bee.. GO. CE Gcscss cecccesec XXIX., 161 
Swedish Mission Society of Min- 
neapolis vs. Lawrence et al... XXIX., 286 


Sweeting etal. vs. Mutual Fire Ins. 
Co XV., 730 
Swing vs. H. C. Akeley Lumber Co.XXV., 303 


Swing vs. Munson............. XXVIII., 576 
| a XXIX.,1048 
Syndicate Ins. Co. vs. Catchings..XXIV., 447 
Talcott vs. Field et al................. XXI., 925 
Tarbell et al. vs. Vermont Mut. Fire 

Esk ndidccccttinesacussmaceunccon XXI., 238 


Tarr vs. The Lydia A. Harvey...XXVII., 479 


Tate vs. Commercial B’ldg Ass’n.XXVIII., 671 
Taylor vs. Merchants’ & ee 

BR Gio dann cckcccdca dacas ccmaae z.. i237 
Taylor vs. Mutual Reserve Fund 

Eee BONO CC Glick ciscevic XXVIII, 584 
Taylor vs. Pacific Mut. Life Ins. 

GBrccce ceccscce esveceeseces XXIX.,1049 
Taylor vs. State Ins. Co....... XXVIII, 338 
Teeter vs. United Life Ins. 

pO erro XXVIII., 673 
Tefft et al. vs. Providence-Wash- 

TMGOEE TBR. OB....0.cccccccccesscve XXV., 226 
Temperance Mutual Ben. Ass’n 

vs. Home Friendly Society 

of Baltimore, Md., et al....XXVIII., 8&8 


Temple vs. Niagara Fire Ins. Co.XXX., 549 
Tepper vs. Supreme Council of 


Royal Arcanum et al......... XXX., 94 
Terry vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co. of 
Wes PRE acud cuddanuetnaacsieed XXVIL. 180 
Terwilliger vs. National Masonic 
Mee. BMWs i x cus +. Chane XI., 683 
Tessmann vs.Supreme Command. 
wT of the United Friends of 
SE vecnnesaciescucsconecae XXVI., 736 
Teutonia Ins. Co. vs. Ewing et 
To cereccvccccecscececcesees XXVIII., 282 


Teutonia Ins. Co. vs. Howell.. 
Thames & Mersey Marine Ins. 


-.- XXIX., 356 


Co. vs. O’Connell. .. XXVIII., 1000 
Thayer vs. Standard Life ‘& Ace. 

BEB. Gis cccecececevscoveses XXVIII 89 
The People, etc.. ex rel. vs. Fidel- 

ity & Casualty Co............... XXIV., 99 
The Scania Ins. Co. vs. Johnson....XXV., 525 
The Steamship Samana vs. The 

Si xactWachstustnanecss ndewsde XXVI., 171 
Thebaud etal. vs. Great Western 

Be Gi cbveséwicccnvcenedexeius XVII., 756 
Theunen vs. Iowa Mut. Ben.Ass’n.XXVI., 586 
Thomas vs. Cochran et al. .« XXVIII., 847 
Thomas vs. Hartford Fire Ins, 

GBicece cocce coscoscese XXIX., 128 
Thomas vs. Prudential Ins Co. renaue XXI., 656 
Thomas vs. Prudential Ins. Co. 

CS PPT eee XXI., 648 
Thomas vs. Thomas et al............. XXI., 464 
Thompson vs. Caledonia Fire Ins. 

ebkinbtaxapsndethniiumtankiesnis® +» 559 
Tope vs. New York Life Ins. 

paubaseddnnnsandhednes amitaecens II., 485 
uamne vs. Security Trust & 

We Gee Cv dccus audene won XXXI., 699 





1179 


Thompson vs. Traders’ Ins. Co..XXXI., 823 
Thompson vs. Travelers Ins. Co..XXXI., 792 
Thomson vs. Southern Mut. Ins.Co..XXI.,1043 
Thum vs. Wolstenholme......... 
Thuringia Ius. Co. vs. Mallott,.XXXI., 


Thurston vs. Burnett & Beaver- 
dam Farmers’ Mut. Fire Ins. 


163 


Ticktin vs. Fidelity & Casualty 

ies in scesevctuducseabdenatenesd XXVII., 925 
Tierney et al. vs. Phenix Ins. Co..XXIV., 602 
Tisdell vs. New Hampshire Fire 


Ws GK wv cccccncccsnersntaucayes XXVII., 385 
Toomey vs. Supreme Lodge, 

Knights of Pythias...... ..-XXVIII., 190 
Trabue et al. vs. Dwelling-House 

FC cd cstenacacsds cedtauecuns XXIITI., 529 


Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Cassell.....XXIX.,1051 
Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Pecaud etal. XXIII., 624 
Traders’ Ins. Co. vs. Race (on re- 

WRI i iidcdnciccsndeaess avastas XXI.,1023 


Traders’ Ins. Co, et al. vs. Race.....XXI., 363 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Clark...... XXX., 111 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Dunlap....... XXV., 604 
Travelers Ins. Co.vs.Healey et al.X XIII., 719 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Lampkin...XXIV., 295 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. McCarthy....X XI., 235 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Melick. ....XXIV., 430 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Murray...... XXI., 264 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Myers et 

Ticcads cnasane canice cades XIX., 894 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs.Nitterhouse.XXVI., 460 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Randolph, 

PI 6 6 Scicncccaudcapinaisoute XXVI., 273 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Selden...... XXVI., 704 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Sheppard.....XXI., 475 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. Snowden... “XXIV. 825 
Travelers Ins. Co. vs. The Wild 

River Lumber Co.............. XXVII., 428 
Travelers’ Protective Ass'n of 

America vs. Small. + 0taeaing “GRO 
Trebby vs. Western Ins. Co. ‘of 

Pittsburg, Pa..... . XXX., 731 
— College vs. Travelers Ins. 

vais aaa ecaiel amine uae a ceneal XIII., 53 
Tetgte Link Mut. Indemnity 

Ass’n vs. Williams......... XXVIII., 621 
Tripp vs. Northwestern Live- 

GROG FI Ca ca ccncessacscanens XXIII., 603 
Trippe vs. Provident Fund SocietyXXIII., 387 
Tritschler vs. Keystone Mutual 

URGES BOR: «0.00.0 50ccccccccsse XVI., 693 
Trustees St. Clara Academy vs. 

Northwestern Ins. Co........ XXVII., 383 
Tubb vs. Liverpool & London & 

GE EE, Qi ccccvencesscaneteen V., 365 
Tucker vs. Dairy Mut. Ins. Co. 

OF BAM cccaus Sete wvess XXI., 584 
Tucker vs. United Life ‘& "Ace. Ins. 

GENRE cvustiss 0064cadsavsgneanstate XI., 569 
Turner vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co.XXVI., 657 
Tutorship of the minors Henry 

and Adebert Crane............. XXIV., 560 
Twiss vs.Guaranty Life Ass’n etal. XXII., 539 
Tyler vs. Ideal Ben. Ass’n....XXVIII., 477 
Ulmer vs. Phenix Fire Ins. Co. 

OF Glinceas ccandtece aecaeved XXXI., 38 
Ulrich vs. Reinoehl et al............. XXI., 401 
Underwood et al. vs. Greenwich 

Ins. Co.. e106 Sneccedecctvdniy ae> 
Underwood Veneer Co. vs. Lon- 

don Guarantee & Acc. Uo..... XXVII., 910 
Union Building Ass’n vs. Rock- 

TPG TRG, 00. 5.nn cine wa cctivvedes XXIIT., 615 
Unies oot & Surety oa = 

banacde .eunesees . XXX., 862 


Union sail & Surety Co. vs. 
GE siecccecceseveunsnnbecnns XXVII., 176 








1180 Index of Cases Reported. 


Union Casualty & Surety Cv. vs. 


Randolph, Executor. ........... XXVI., 291 
Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

DR astsek cdesecane 60008 XXIX., 972 
Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

DURE... ccccces conscoccceses XXIX., 519 
Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

Caldwell..... w+. © ecccsece XXxX., 40 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 

TI sc dcvircaden aecnepeenaneas XXVI., 269 
Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

POsnés0b0s 000 ches. so0enk XXX., 529 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 

REMENNE GE Bhi cccccssccocstvs XXX., 333 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 

BEGOR s csvvee secvees ceccesss XXIX., 646 
Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

MOE BEE. wcccs secesene XXX., 423 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 

BD, ncoc05 00066080 en i ceseer XXVIII, 171 
Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. vs. 

POOCSTRRE. occce senses sevnce XXIX., 832 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. “< 

NG cs! aaokeee i -XXXI., 784 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 

ED occas sonnhen sees suhes XXIV., 846 
Union Central Life Ins. Co. vs. 

EE cvaieannanntesncenaasnanens XXVI., 151 
Union Fraternal League vs. Wal- 

Dsnwetes S6bsenevean sasaes XXIX.,1055 
Union Guaranty & Trust Co. vs. 

cigcincnlnnse accnheavane XXVI., 582 
Union Life Ins. Co. of Omaha 

ee ee XXVIII., 8 


Union Mut.Acc. Ass’n vs. Frohard.XXVI., 361 


Union Mutual Life Ins. Co. vs. 

PRINS. CC Ahi cccccscce svccees XXX., 454 
Union National Bank vs. German 

BU SD nase cswsinns sncecvantssascex XXV., 539 
Jnion National Bank vs. Manhat- 

COR EAS FR. DOs vcvscvccscese XXxX., 50 


Union National Bank of New 
Orleans vs. Manhattan Life 


A. GOs. cvcsees -XXIX., 92 
United Ben. Soc. of America \ vs. 

POOMBAR. 00000 cccscee evcces XXIX., 947 
United Brothers of Friendship 

ee ae ee XXIX., 767 
United Firemen’s Ins. Co. vs. 

Ns no nin08 se écecneveons XXVIII., 500 
United Security Life Ins. & 

Trust Co. vs. Ritchey...... ZEViil., % 
United States vs. American To- 

I ctinasvevinessecces’ ----XXVI., 640 
United States Casualty Co. vs. 

BO GE Ghecicvcce. covvces XXXI., 344 
United States Casualty Co. vs. 

NO Wives. S000 ocane XXXI., 849 
United States Credit System vs. 

Robertson et al................. AZII., Viz 


United States Life Ins. Co. vs. Koss.XXV., 260 
United States Life Ins. Co. vs 


WOR ei ch iccee a cassteess “XXVIII, 412 
United States Mut. Acc. Ass’n 

i... ares XXVII., 286 
United States Mutual Accident 

RETR VE, TEGO «cscs cccnes XXITI., 824 
United Underwriters’ Ins. Co. 

et al. vs. Powell et al........... XXVI., 526 
Universal Life Ins. Co. vs. Devore..XXI., 337 
Vandervolgen vs. Manchester 

Wwe BSE. Gocccccecsceccces XXIX., 639 
Van Frank et al. vs. United States 

Masonic Ben. Ass’n........ nai ag. ae 
Vankirk vs. Citizens’ Ins. Co........ XXI., 187 


Vanormer vs. Hornberger et al...XXIII., 66 
Van Werden vs. Equitable Life...XXVI., 269 
Vergeront vs. German Ins. Co....XXIII., 236 


Vernon Ins. & Trust Co. vs. 


PPO osne: oceeeeke, GE 
Village of L’ Anse vs. Fire Ass’ n 

of Philadelphia..... ...... XXVIII., 369 
Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co. 

vs. Sundry Ins. Cos.......... XXX., 785 
Virginia F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 

SE Ol icackennscussneese XXVII., 741 
Virenia F. & M. Ins. Co. vs. 

hata cnmdhbnsonbscekasane XXII., 270 
Virginia Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 

NE os cnivguneesscdvnsens XXVI., 396 
Voorheis vs. People’s Mut. Ben. 

0 RO RE Ee EE XXII., 192 
Voss vs. Connecticut Mut. Life 

TE errr re XXVIII., 185 
Wadhams et al. vs. Western 

RUBE. Giicncttnccctcceccseccccd V kin Wee 


Wager vs. Providence Ins. Co— 
rovidence Lns. Co. et al. vs. 


EOD OS hi nincncedesccnccaccsandeeeeess S70 
Wagner et al. vs. Dwelling-House 

BN NOs pibawetiancnaccacnsaunes XXVL., 831 
Wainer vs. Milford Mutual Fire 

PM iacas: pedickexcataenwnsweinen XXI., 119 
Waldheim vs. John Hancock Life 

Pi ncasccnunuadiesdcsesnn nda XXVI., 363 


Waldron vs. Home Mut. Ins. Co.XXVII., 480 
Walker vs. American Central Ins. 





Eibcadcmekosadss Soumwsenes<aniae xX » 63 
Walker vs. German Ins. Co.. , 750 
Walker vs. Giddings................ -» 632 
Walradt, Assignee, vs.Pheenix Ins. 

Silks ivesdaseesansiuevnavemabiedses XXII., 81 
Walsh vs. Mutual Life Ins. Co......XXI., 598 
Ward vs. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co.XXV., 325 
Ward vs. National Fire Ins. Co...XXVI., 635 
Co XXVI., 173 
Ward et al. vs. Maryland Casu- 

GR Od. .000 cecces secces cetnaeaeic, * OER 
Warmeastle vs. Scottish Union 

& National Ins. Co..........XXXI., 258 


Warner vs. National Life Ass’n...XXVI., 345 
Warner vs Schoharie & Schenec- 
tady County Farmers’ Mut. 


PO eee XXVI., 637 
Warner vs. United States Mut. 

BOCES BAG Bisvc sc cwscsescessas XXII., 704 
Wasey vs. Travelers Ins. Co..... XXX., 522 


Washburn-Halligan Coffee Co. 
vs. Merchants’ Brick Mut. 


PIG BOR. Die ccccavcevcvcvece XXIX., 234 
Washburn Mill Co. vs. Fire Ass’n 
of Philadelphia. ......... ....... XXIV., 292 


Washburn & Moen Mfg. Co., 
Petitioner, vs. Reliance Ma- 


rine Ins. Co. (Limited)....... XXX., 97 
Washburn & Moen Mfg. Co. vs. 

Reliance Marine Ins Co........ XXIV., 480 
Washington Life Ins. Co. vs. 

MM i: 56. 006:560:00s bavses XXVIII., 286 
Washington Life Ins.Co. vs. Lane 

ain vecenseintucunmscwenavnasl XXVI., 174 
Washington Life Ins. Co. vs 

BESIOR OF GR. acces cocvceesece XXXL, 260 
Washington Life Ins. Co. of N 

Y. vs. Menefee’s Ex’r........ ee. 118 
Washington Nat. Bank vs. Smith 

Rs Oi bcce'counnksacnwesus suas XXVI., 181 
Waterbury vs. Dakota Fire & Ma- 

Se ES ai ctsccncawcveacccenscvé Za, 24 
Waters vs. Supreme Conclave 

Knights of Damon.........X XVIII, 157 


Watertown Fire Ins. Co. vs. Rust... X XI.,1053 


Watts vs. Equitable Mut. Life 
Ass’n of Waterloo........... XXIX., 495 


—— vs. Abington Mut. Fire Ins. 


EOE I ee 


| 








¢ 








Index of Cases Reported. 


Way vs. Union Central Life Ins. 


p OB he ovestes. accuse aster XXXI., 96 

Wa —_ ve. Metropolitan Life 
ikueniudencecsnes pasate ee XXII., 399 

aes vs. New York Life 

SEB: Giiccvseve ciseen ivecus XXX., 947 
Weaver vs. Weaver........s0..0. XXIX., 192 
Webster et al. vs. Dwelling-House 

Bie Ciiicivssungacdendadecdseavaccas XXV., 488 
Weed vs. Hamburg-Bremen Fire 

Be Chcnncearntnsscccnncascses exes XXI., 577 
Weed et al. vs. Cuming.......... XXX., 575 
Wehle ct al. vs. United States 

eee S|. ae XXVI., 817 
Weiberg vs. Minnesota Scandi- 

navian Relief Ass’n........... XXVII., 906 
—— vs. Council Bluffs Ins. 

Cau unipigmadabddsbdakGutinwtaaakes XXVII., 260 
Weil, Adm., vs. New York Life 

1 Sa Rial areata mals XXIV., 641 
Weimer vs. Economic Life Ass’n 

CE GUNG civ ccccecesesses XXVIII., 659 
Weinfeld vs. Mutual Reserve 

Fund Life Ass’n.................XXII., 474 
Welch vs. Union Cent. Life Ins. 

a ee XXI., 735 
Wells vs Covenant Mut. ‘Benefit 

MeO Gia sicacstukencinvcaatesnwars XXVI., 636 
Wells vs. Vermont Life Ins. Co..XXXI., 398 
Welsh vs. London Assur. Corpora- 

Wi vdcceccnusccescecuscccccesscasaaicn) au 
West vs. Farmers’ Mut. Ins. Co.XXXI., 668 
West vs. Norwich Union Fire 

Insurance Society.............. XXIV., 367 
West Branch Lumbermen’ s Ex- 

change vs. American Central 

Ne Si iicctees<cedavevussosensa XXVII., 305 
West et al. vs. British-America 

I, SMa cetescagne pues cusequnns XXV., 689 
Westchester Fire Ins. Co. vs. Cov- 

WIN <hikss <icaasictnwis'ela natch neawiceSameenenel nee 
Westchester Fire Ins. Co. 

COVERGRIO. 006 coccccse cocsss XXIX., 190 
Westchester Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

a dtin tau ndcatobencdinkpand XXIII., 399 
Westchester Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

OT WPT k cs vinesigs ncdnukned XXVI., 261 
Westchester Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

Wagner & Chabot.............. XXIV., 476 


West Coast Lumber Co. vs. State 





Investment & Ins. Co........... XXII., 681 
West End Hotel & Land Co. vs. 

American Fire Ins. Co.......... XXV., 854 
Westenhaver et al. vs. German 

American Ins, Co.........065 314 
Westerfield et al. vs. New York 

Se Se eee XXIX., 813 
Western Assur. Co.vs. Altheimer 

Bros.—Imp. Fire Ins. Co. vs. 

DO ax ccvedacdsceventasequns<uva XXITII., 513 
Western Assur. Co. vs. Hall et al...XXV., 874 
Western Assur. Co. vs. Kemendo.XXX., 402 
Western Assur. Co. vs. Patrick 

he FINE ceckstvccecevetaces XXVII., 187 
Western Assur.Co.vs.McGlathery.XXVI., 832 
Western Assur. Co. vs. J. 

Mohlman Co 392 
Western Assur. Co. vs. "Ray et alXXVIIL., 326 
Western Assur. Co. vs. Williams..XXVI., 338 
Western Assur. Co., of Toronto, 

We. Hlall @€ Ghevccccccccene XXVIII., 349 
Western Assur. Co. of Toronto 

WO. PREIS. .ccccccce cosesese 1IX., 506 
Western Assur. Co. of Toronto, 

Canada, vs. Decker.........- XXIX., 312 
Western Commercial Travelers’ 

AGPR WE. MEBIER. .....000000000 XXVII., 530 


Western Home Ins. Co. vs. Rich- 


iincae vkdccesassdtateccvcces XXITI., 501 





1181 


Western Home Ins. Co. vs. Thorp. XXII., 292 






Western Refrigerator Co. vs. 

American Casualty Insur- 

ance and Security Co.......... XXITI., 640 
Western Travelers’ Acc. Ass’n 

vs. Holbrook..... . apvee XXXI., 840 
Western & Atlantic Pipe Lines vs. 

jp): aa XXI., 24 
Westera & Southern Life Ins. 

Co. vs. Galvin et al......... XXXI., 738 
Westfield Cigar Co. vs. Ins. Cos....XXV., 521 
West Jersey Title & Guaranty Co. 

oe ee eee XXI., 672 
Wheeland vs. Atwood......... XXVIII., 847 
Wheeler vs. Real Estate Title Ins. 

ONC sovcdiicncduccemaiies XXIII., 475 
Wheeler vs. Supreme Sitting of 

Order of Iron Hall.............. XXVI., 459 
White vs. Phoenix Ins. Co.......... XXIT., 869 
White vs. Provident Savings Life 

MMT BOGIES onc nce censccecicacs XXV., 454 
White vs. Royal Ins. Co....... --XXV., 699 
White vs. Western Assur. Co... _.XXIL., 305 
White et al. vs. Home Mut. Ins. 

CDengue sssesaee dnc us cocceeRRIR., 905 
White et al. vs. Insurance Cos. XXVIII., 557 
Whitehouse vs. Cargill.............. XXV.. 640 
Whiting vs. Burkhardt et al...... XXX., 666 
Whitlatch vs. Fidehty & Casualty 

iv vsavcincotcnccsnaxesusvaasenies XXV., 586 
Whitmore etal.vs.SupremeLodge 

Knights & Ladies of Honor....XXVI., 514 
Whitney vs. American Ins. Co. 

OU. Rivsoce cadasasacincwadns XXVIII., 254 
Whitney vs. American Ins. Co. 

GE Gicsccese ccecevncscsccac XXIX.,1050 
Whitney vs. National Masonic 

Ms TM cccuvtvtenasdxancadena XXII., 196 
Whitney vs. National Masonic 

TO TIE Miiiocs cunctinagadincaese XXVI., 272 
Whitten vs. New England Live- 

Ug: eee XXV., 662 
Wholley vs. Western Assur. Co.XXVIII., 1029 
Wicking et al. vs. Citizens’ 

Mut. Fire Ins. Co.......... XXVIII., 230 
Widaman vs. Hubbard.........XXVIII., 94 
Wilcox vs. Continental Ins. Co.....X XII., 599 
Wildberger vs. Hartford Fire Ins. 

CW davaxoonssstscebheaunaveiinaend XXVI., 367 
Wildey Casualty Co. vs. Shep- 

DONG ck cccncs. actcove cavcace XXIX., 186 
Wilhelim vs. Des Moines Ins. Co..XXII., 371 
Wilhelmi vs. Des Moines Ins. Co..XXVI., 271 
Willey vs. Fidelity & Casualty Co.XXVI., 713 
Williams vs. Hartford Ins. Co..... XXIV., 150 
Williams vs. Maine State Relief 

PIs cap cadsanetnicimand Wiad XXVI., 832 
Williams vs. Preferred Mutual 

BO DO ive dicunsisis nsncteated XXIII., 75 
Williams vs. United States Mutual 

RAG BO thins caccnaiccinacindacuen XXI., 609 
Williams vs. United States Mu- 

OE eee XXVI., 639 
Williams et al. vs. United Reserve 

Fund Associates................. XXV., 790 
Williamsburgh City Fire Ins. Co. 

CE in eceicnatidns caccctccuens XXI., 622 
Williamson vs. Liverpool & Lon- 

don & Globe Ins. Co........ xxx., 8 
Williamson vs. Michigan Fire & 

pS = eae XXIII., 311 
Williamson vs. Orient Ins. Co...XXVII., 590 


Williamson vs. the Hand in Hand 
Mut. Fire Ins, Co..... ccccceddeahes TOT 


Williford vs. Aitna Life Ins. Co.XXXI., 928 


Willoughby et al. vs. St. Paul 
German Ins. Co. (Steffen, 
PDS pd pccccbunncctasees XXVII., 252 


hl 


pg 6F 


1182 Index of Cases Keported. 


Willow Grove Creamery Co. vs. Worachek vs. New Denmark 
Planters’ Mutual Ins. Co + 732 Home Fire Ins. Co XXVIII., 569 
Wilson vs. Mutual Fire Ins. Co.. + 549 Worley vs. State Ins. Co. of Des 
Wilson Drug Co. vs. Phenix Assur. Moi 
Co XXI., 858 weeps, vs. Mutual Benefit Life 
‘Windmuller et al. vs. The Tiomas ss'n + 270 
Melville et al x -+ 173 Wright vs. Supreme Commandery 
Wist vs. Grand Lodge A. 0. U. W.XXII., 167 —-f Golden Rule XXI., 950 
Wolf vs. District Grand Lodge Wright vs. Vermont Life Ins. Co...XXV., 238 
No. 6, I. O. B. B. ., 198 Wunderlich et al. vs. Palatine 
Wolf, Administrator, vs. Dwell- Fire Ins. Co. et al 
ing-House Ins. Co x +, 932 Yancey vs. Aetna Life Ins. Co.XXVIII., 920 
Wolters et al. vs. Western Assur. York vs. Railway Officials’ & Em- 
Co x 877 ployees’ Acc. Ass’n +» 686 
Yost ys. McKee et al ” 
894 Young vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co..XXII., 440 
554 Youth’s Temple of Honor et al. 
vs. Laddy et al XXVII., 936 
Weed Soe auemte Fire & 169 Zalesky vs. Home Ins. Co XXVIL., 517 
° Zalesky vs. Iowa State Ins. Co...XXVII., 156 


eae of the ae’ 7 _. 1. 320 Zell vs. Herman Farmers’ Mut. 


Ins. C 


831 Zimeriski vs. Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co.XXI., 818 


Zimmermann vs.Dwelling-House 
476 Ins. C XXVI., 177 


Ww oodmen’ 8 











